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The U-2 ana the Crisis 

1. V.hat was the relative importance of the roles of the photos in; 

a) Convincing intelligence analysts? 

b) Convincins top Presidential advisors? 

c) Convincing the President? 

a) Catching the attention of advisors. President? 

e) Earlier, supporting negative beliefs as to missiles.'' 

f) Establishing 1 the relative credibility of various informants? 

g) Establishing the need for further information? 

h) Convincing Congress; the press; the public; allies; Soviets; Uh. 

(i;oto problem: earlier unsuitability of photographic evidence to convince 
these critics that .missiles were not there; as an Eiscxle Cap crisis.) 

(dote hchamara 1 s attempt o use photos in this role, after all, to shov; 
that .missiles had left; but note the costs of such comprehensive revelations, 
and limited positive effects). 

2. Photos, as j reformation available to a limited group and not outside, 
create a "data differential" between thaiii group and others including, not 
only tho public but the staff of the "elite." This may be feflccted in a 
systematic difference of opinion (e.g., if "outside" group has access to, 

or is leaked, a part of the infomation available to elite, e.g., collateral 
reports or corresponding journalistic sources: Keating), '.-.here "elite" is 
unable to reveal that it has additional information, or what it ic. Thus, 
the iffercnce appears to the critic and to observers as revealing simply 
a difference in interpretation, of the sane data, revealing in turn a difference 
in preconceptions or goals. The photos (or other elite sources) may either 
negate the other evidence—as prior to .dug. 29 , 62 (or in during 1996-60)—or 
su ;;est a different interpretation—as between Aug 29 and Oct lh (0/iis)—or 
reinforce the other evidence—as after Oct lU.. In the first case, the Adninistratio 
'..'ill seen lethargic, inattentive, wishfully negligent, or bound Ivy the inertia 
of preceonceptions, etc—particularly to those who do have access to jjh opposing 
data and thus have a claim to be recognized by public as "informed experts" 

(note legacy of Gaither Committee, particularly 2 ,, airing 1996-60; general 
position of Congressional critics and non-profit "experts"). There is, in fact, 
often enough a basis for t.iis charge, and it isaifficult for the public to 
distinguish those cases in which this is not so (especially because security 
relating to the special information is often kept unusually well). 

In latter two cases. Gov may be tempted to release photosi to support its 
case; but if it does not, it can now appear reckless, wishful, too ready to 
jump to conclusions on insubstantial evidence; fears as ±±x to its probable 
future "false alarm rate" nay arise, and precautionary measures taken by 
Allies and opponents. 

To guard the source of its special information, elite may even bo forced 
to take actions counter-indicating their possession of it. (This may arise 
when the data-differential refers to the existence of detailed plans or 
covert objectives, note Kixon dilemma when JFK proposed aiding invasion of Cuba; 

_ke dilemma when Stevenson proposed stopping tests? 
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'.iow explain that missiles were transported clandestinely, but not constructed 
covertly? 


2 How ecus installation and operation of SA-.s in Cuba compare with practice 
elsewhere when SA-is have been deployed? With Soviet practice? 

Have they ever activated SAKS piecemeal? 


3. lihxf lias Sept. 10 flight cancelled because of Chinat shoot-down? 

Ii. hat if Aug. 30 and Sept 3 U-2 incidents had occurred prior to Aug. 29; 

a) liould SAi'iS have been discovered so early? 

b) In absence of flights, might collateral reports have caused more concern? 
e.g., in abconce of ovidence on SAEs, suggesting alternative explanation? 


5. Is absence of recon, because of incidents or weather, reflected in 
planning or declaratory activity? (Or are planning activities geared to the 
expectation that recon will continue or proceed soon, with no adjustment for 
unexpected delays?) 

6. Is there a tendency to react to information-flow as if it closely 
corresponded to flow of events being observed? E.g., to react to sudden exposure 
to data as if external events had moved rapidly (e.g., increase of info on 
missiles between 16 and 18 Oct asx±£ because of increase in coverage; tendency 

to treat as if revealing crash activity? Sudden increases in identification 
of activities not previously covered or recognized; does this create crisis 
atmosphere? e.g., SA-2s after 29 Aug.; SA-2s in East Jermany and SUj 

Or does lack of newly confirming evidence create atmosphere that "nothing 
new is happening, 11 even though lack may reflect absence of recon for weather 
or other reasons. Or, "something may be happening but there is no 'hard 1 
evidence of it." E.g., Admin statements about missiles in period $ Sept—lit Oct; 
or intell. statements about dismantling, 30 Oct— 2 Nov. 
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7. liny knew of emergence of SAH system on 26-27 Oct in US? Hew was it 
interpreted, at the tine? Mho analysed it for ExCoram? 


6. How night this have been related to shootdown of U-2 on 27 Oct? 
in wnat sequence, did news of this come in? How was it interpreted, 
stajes, by var ous people? 


linen, 
in various 


9. Mil at evidence is there that SU considered concealment from high-alt 
photography possible? ° 

ICj. I., the. c reason to believe that missiles did not conic oil ship prior 

to mid-Sopt? . 
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So at hard.: 21 April 


i'Oiuia bold Scali, Sat murning (2V uct) tnat It had not recuiveu . 
reply Iroui stave before sending Cao. morning lot ter on Turkcy-Ouua. 
Xnis was Diatautiy untrue; Fomin b ot reply aoout 7 i'jO-'d Friday night, 
muet nave sent it immediately, K vouia nave nau it about 12 nours 
before broadcast of Turkey letter. 

((But; might Fomin Know of a foulup in eonm, or or delay in 
transmitting to K at otner end? Coniuer uelays in hoscow—Washington. 
Flight K have been unavailable? What was means of transmission from 
Russian Embassy in Washington? Row does Hot Line change tnis?)) 

((Rno knew of' Scali deal Friday night; before Exbornm meeting? 

Was ExComm told? Who knew by Saturday-Sunday? Bid some see the 
Friday night letter without knowing of Scali; how did they iiiteipret 
it? Who knew on Saturday that there had been a Friday ni 0 ht answer 
to Scali; in effect, an answer to the Friday night letter? 

Wnat were beliefs of Ex Comm, president, as to whetner K had 
received reply to Scali before sending Turkey letter? 

Were otner channels being used simultaneously; Dobrynin—RK, 
Dobrynin—Thompson, Kohler-Gromyno? (pachter). were British in 
circuit? Friday night? Saturday? 

S. believes; K got Scali reply Friday night, and tnis reassured him 
tnat US, interested in negotiating this deal, was unlikely to 
take violent action immediately; K haa time to try Turkey aeal. 

((But How about Scali emphasis oil "little time".'')) 

Question men becomes; What changed his mind 24 hours after Turkey 

levter? , 

S. answer; the "signal of utmost alarm." (See pachter) 

((Were tnere otner channels as well? 

Was threat specific? Did it unequivocally go beyond increasing tne 
blockade? Was it regarded by JFK as absolute commitment? what aid 
he foresee as possible, prouaule responses? When exactly was it 
sent? Relation to concern over retaliation against Turkey? 

Is it possible there was direct answer Saturday night? Might 
retal. against Turkey ever have been specifically threatened? 

(s. tninks not). 

Why didn't K use more of period allowed? (Analogy; immediate 
turn in., back of snips after speech?) 


((Why is signal held so tightly? Why are all private comms held 
quite so rightly? Has tnere been bad past experience on this? 

S. had not considered possibility that U—2 shootdown, it accident, 
might have frightened K. (Rote pachter; according to RK, it. did 
determine JFK to increase recon and blockade. And...?) 


((How would "signal" of dismantling Turk missiles have appeared in 
combination with tnis? Would Was tnis considered? 

Who on ExComm, others, knew of Signal? 
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extremely misieauing. j ) 


.But S is now convinced that tney were directly deceptive. 

((Does Dobrynin-Sorenson talk completely confirm this?)) 

B. Btuay startea with a directive from HcC to analyse what it 
was ((not,, whetiter?)) that we had aone that hau lea ±e K to believe 
tiiat he coulu get away with it. 

Hostow criticised that stuay emphasizea what we hau done ratner 
tnan the pressures on K to do wnat ne aid (S tninks R. coula not nave 
reau appendix, wnich goes into this); out B tninka tnat former is 
more pertinent to examine, irom point of view of learning from 
experience. ((? Hay De misleaaiiig.)) 

Rostow points to his memo of Aug '62, pointing to pressures on 
K, ana possibility tnat the^ might lead him to: 1) improve 
strategic balance; 2) put pressure on Berlin; or ;>) increase Cuba 
as militant base. But 1 ana 5 uia not leaa Rostow to preuict 
missiles in Cuoa; rather, his paper indicated building up Cuba as 
a base for subversion. 

Question is: ao even the combins lion of pressures and reassuring 
signals aad up to a strong explanation of K action? I.e., grantea 
tnat tney make K action more prooaule than if they dia not apply, 
ao they mane it highly prooasle, or more prooaule tnan not? ((and 
how do they weighx against dhe unreassuring signals, the disincentives 
: and the x xxmx inertia of past Bov patterns?)) Rote tnat both 
signals and incentives were known to us well before laii of 1^62; 
why did tney not leaa to prediction of missiles? Snould they have? 

((It is a plausible hypothesis tnat int. co^m. is inhibited from 
taking "reassuring signals" fully, explicitly, or realistically into 
accouiit, either consciously or m published results.)) 

S. tninks tiiat if he had been estimating on Cuba, he too would 
have preuicteu a to aixxst missiles: possible out unlikely; because it 
woulu be irra lional of So vs to do it. ((V/hy? Is that still clear?)) 

Thus; nis"explanation" still leaves action unlixely; he -is forced 
to regara it as "irrational": impulsive, erratic, wishful, reckless. 

((S. tends to empnasize: K probably gave more weight, uishfully, 
to reassuring signals tnan he snoula. He doesn't consiuor as much 
that K may have given more wei 0 ht to incentives—coxnidered situation 
more ur Q ent, alternatives worse—than he "snould." How about "last 
change" aspect? How auout effect of recent improvement in balance?)) 


























Concept and execution clearly indicate that Sov authorities made 
no appreciable effort to prevent or delay US detection by aerial recon 
during the deployment phase. /of the offensive wea; 

It is believed that the most lixely explanation is that they judged the 
risx of a US military reaction to be very slight. 

((Mandelstam: they had camouflage nets with them--this degree of prep- 
aration--but didn't use them till late in October (date?); first 
camouflage in response to how-levdl flights on 23 OCt was natural cover (? 
i%i . guessed a failure by local commander to carry out camouflage plan; 

or perhaps nets were not loaded correctly, etc. One analyst told him 
nets would have delayed recognition a couple of weeks. J 'nfrared 
gear was not being used, though available (?).)) 

((Did Sovs believe it possible to prevent detection? Report says 
would have been difficult to conceal IRBM sites; though could have 
delayed starting these.)) 


Concurrency: Sov concept obviously did not envision the initial 
establishment of an island defense in order to test US reaction and 
screen the subsequent introduction of strat missile forces. 

((So McC gues3 was wrong in reasoning, though right in conclusion. 

But does failure to use SA-2's against U-2's indicate Indifference? 

Would Sovs have been willing to shoot down a U-2? Report doesn't comment. 

SA-2's could have been more deterrent if they had activated radars. 
Or \vould theyy? They were deterrent, weren't they; overflights did 
cease for over a month.' '(Were SA's a factor?) wight this have been hoped 
by Sovs? (presumably not, given failure to activate). )) 

in (In concluding that Sovs regarded risk as low, failure to use SA-2's 
i3 one ground; another, no apparent dffort to minimize time during which 
some MRBMn units were detectable before all of the MRBM units were 
operational—but would this be critical to US reaction, once some units 
were operational? 

Third: failure to camouflage. 




s . 


The conclusion seems inescapable that the Sov authorities () chose to 
ignore the distinct possibility of US overflights in planning the Cuban 
operation. This choice seems inexplicable unless the Soviet leaders 
judged with considerable assurance that the US would acquiesce in the 
deployment of strategic missiles in Cuba--or at least that the US would no 
attempt to force their removal by reacting militarily--and hence that the 
possibility oi US detection was not critical to the success or failure of 
the venture. 

((But: no mention of the fact that this was not a departure from 
familiar pattern, but a reproduction of standard procedure in SU: careful 
ground screening, deceptive public statements and private statements, 
covered movements,^but open to air recon; it does not have to be exolained 
on ad hoc basis (this is to ignore organizational/orocedural inertia, 
compartmentalization, lack of adaptation). Also, ‘little attention to 
measures that were taken to cover and deceive; SU grounds for pessisix as 
to success; and alerts (discounted). 
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Possibilitiy considered that actual planners wore unaware of or grossly 
underestimated US recon capabilities; seem 3 unlikely. But reasons for 
dismissing are U-2 trial, and Sov recognition there of U Q capabilities; 
ano fact that Chief of Air defense at that time became Chief of SRF. 

Can this be dismissed? 


(Rules of the game): Having lived restively under the shadow of US 
strategic bases for more than a decade, the Sov loaders hax probably have 
come to regard them, particularly in the age of the ICbH, as a disquieting 
but not major phenomenon of great power relations. Castro's Cuba provided 
K with ±xs his first opportunity to establish an overseas military base. 

He may have felt confident that the US would understand therules as he did- 
that military bases on the opponent's periphery are facts of great power 
life which fall far short of a pro vocat ion to war. 

((If so, he failed to see ayymmetry of power as a rule of the game; 
or was ready to change it, in which case he could have .'oreseen resistance, 
or possibility that US hadn't noticed it was ti e for a change. 

Or: is it possible that bases really weren't as salient for SU, by 
now, as for US; i.e., that Turkey no longer "provokes" them to extent 
that Cuba does us? Is it possible he really underestimated: a) the degree 
to which this move would provoke us, or irritate us--asioe from the 
likelihood of US response; b) the gains to him--or losses to us--which, 
in our judgment, he would have achieved if we had acquiesced? i.e., that 
one reason he judged- likelihood of response as low is that he underestimate 
degree of motivation.)) 

Objectives: 

Strategic change produced by Cuba ;-;ould have been short-lived, given 
planned increases in US ICBM and Polaris deployment in 1963; reason for 
expecting success to be followed by attempt to achieve dramatic victory 
elsewhere, Berlin. 

((Berlin 1962 was thus an Averted Crisis. Cuba 1962 is an example 
of a crisis in which Sov victory would have consisted precisely in 
establishing a base for a substantive victory in a subsequent crisis, 
or phase. 

Les Crises en Chaine. (or: The Century of Crisis.) 

Noise and Inference: 

More than 200 reports refer to presence dm Cuba of missiles before 
Jan 62. Numerous reports refer to construction activity and equipment 
observed during spring of 1962 in areas where SAM sites were located 
later; however, photography failed to reveal any such activity or equipment 
But strong possibility that this report ng reflected influx into Cuba, 
beginning in early 1962, of Sov personnel 9ana vehicles?) somewho connoctei 
with the buildup beginning physically in late July. 

((Hypothesis: A common pattern , like that in Cuoa: fororunnoim of 
later threat--perhaps personnel, rumors, phenomena not observable by air 
recon--give rise to exaggerated agent reports of observable activity; 2 ) 
photos disprove presence of such activity, ano tend to discredit totally , 
or excessively (?) the agent reports; so that (3) later reports, based 
on firmer grounds, find preconceptions hardened against them, and reduced/ 
delayed tendency even to accept risx3 ana costs of chocking them by 
further recon (note suspension of flights); especially if U 4 J phot 03 00 
turn up phenomena that serves as alternative explanation for reports. 

n yp II: Negative results from photos have--unrju 3 tifiably--a strong 
effect on expectations comparable to that of positive results; and 
have excessive weight in undermining positive agent reports. 
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( (Hyp II follows automatically if it is the case (Mandelstam) that 
top decisioi-makers (Ike?) really look seriously only at photos, SI, 
dismiss agent reports; then negativo results from former are essentially 
the only evidence considered. 

Task: analyze timing and content of data available only from agent 
reports. 

In light of experience, evaluate relation of collateral sources and 
photos, SI; are they being best used to complement each other? )) 

Are collateral sources underused by top -decision-makers? Should latter 
be warv of nxpnxingxih using other sources to invalidate totally the 
"smoke" shown by collateral sources? 

Examine the total "noise" background of collateral sources. 

Examine preconceptions which analysts, and decision-makers bring 
to evidence: not only gross ones (SU wouldn't do it)) but details of 
linkages (McC: If SA's come, can MRBM's be far behind?) 








In Cuba, some Sov activities observed for first time ((likewise, US)): 
so: a) they couldn't be fully interpreted at tho time; (b) In future, 
it will be possible to interpret them, thanks to Cuba. 

((Same fer US; question: impact of Cuba on ability to Interpret 
AQC h other's behavior, and to communicate if desired, in future crises. 
WHAT ALEHTINO/PREPARATORY PROCEDURES HAVE STILL NEVER BE ids' OBSERVED, 

ON ONE SIDE OR THE OTHER? What surprises, confusions, might this 
create in future, intense crisis? Can those serve to define levels of 
intensity, as yet unobserved? What will serve to flag the unprecedented 
nature of a future crisis? Are top decision-makers aware of degrees of 
unprecodentedness of US actions they may contemplate? and of difficulties 
of interpretation, as well as of signal of intent? 

Was US dispersal in Cuba the waste of a powerful signal (Bennington/ 
Schelling); in what ways did use then condition impact of a similar 
act in future? 

r ) >\ , * 

• , . I- . ' ' j 

Sovs: tested possible Air Defense fight dispersal plan, beginning in 
May b2; crisis took place in fall, when Sov forces are at peak 
proficiency (for Berlin crisis?); may have restricted preparations to 
a minimum to ensure strategic surprise. 

Sovs Sept 11 alert appeared to be a response to militant US 
announcements ((How was it interpreted by US decision-makers? As 
political ploy?)) ' -• • • 

In retrospect, appears to have been initiated as a resp nse to 
the 7 Sept request by JFK for authority to fall up reserves because, 
unknown to US, this call-up coincided with the initial introduction of 
missiles into Cuba. In all probability, the call-up caused grave concern 
in the USSR about possible US knowledge of their 'missile venture'. This 
alert was reduced Inlate Sept or early Oct after the Bovs realized that 
their missile venture was continuing undetected by the US. 

((But 5 Sept recon would not have disclosed missiles; they mirht 
have started arriving by 7 Sept (could they have by 2 Sept?), but Sovs 
knew no flights (might they have feared 5 Bept flight showed something? 
e.g., 29 Aug flight showed behicles and contruction material at 
IR3M sites)) 

15 Oct: standby alert, probably because of Sov realization that 
venture had been detected by Ik Oct flight 

16 Oct: activation of Sov Far East weather reporting for ^orth 
America for first ti ;e (?) 

23 Oct Sat Forces placed on alert 











I'arnolmsKy, Kay lb 

Tola qy i4 iissiies by Moil about 0/yo Oct lb. kch reaction then was. 

This siioviu now stupid it was to araw that iixie; 1 laid aavisod 
against it. 

iicd uioujit there migxit not xiave naa to ue a crisis if JFK 
naan' l urawxx Lae line. 

Y. thixixs it unlikely that JFK would have made the firm, 
precise commi tmexit ne die ii he held thought there was much chance 
it ni 0 nt oe called. He maae it public oixly ior political reasons. 
((Tnxs uoesn* t say ne wouldn't nave wanted to move; reflects general 
oolitician's aversion to making advance commitments wnen he doesn't 
nave to.)) 

11 ' commitment had not been made, SU move would not nave had the 
ominous significance it did: of "calling" us; of putting Pres and 
US presii G e so clearly at stake. 

{ (V.'ould K success have been so marked if it had xiot been made 
iix face of Uo commitment? Pernaps so; uecause fact of putting 
missucs in„o Caribbean—still apart from military significance— 
wouia nave oten still noted; iii efiect, people woulu say we snould 
nave drawn a line, or would have if situation re<lly favored us, or 
if we naa any G uts or were really willing to use force. 

Still, if K expected to succeed despite commitment, then commitmd 
vomu name nis victory still greater (just as "naming" K by JCK on 
Oct 22 maae success greater, tnough perxiaps less limel^). Thus, 
tnuugn jPK's puulic statements of 4 and l'j dept, tnou a h they might 
nave raised in k's mind the probaoii-ty of a US counter, might also 
nave raised tne poteiitial rewards in K's mina and migxit have leit 
Uic yrou of bo action still low (especially if ne tnou a ht JFK already 
mm xnow of plan ior missiles, in addition to nis willingness to 
sv.ciilov. SAKS, etc. ) 

((i)ia K realise what a difference tne difference between Sims 
and KhbHs was? Tne main, essential difference is tnat tne US puulic 
tneuju mere was a difference. Were tney excited auout SAKS? 
hot too mueix? Hut Russian troops wight have been a ailferent matter; 
maybe il-2 d's. 

Why was tnere not a SAri crisis? An I1-2H crisis? A build-up 
crisis? 

Given that US puulic was so sensitive to missiles—given tnat 
tnoir presence would inevitably cause puulic pai n , hence cause 
poiitiexai.s pain —thexi failure to move eflectively would raise 
cue_tmns auout US power and will to use its power to avert or remove 
pain and satisfy puulic and leaders' feelings ; dtcxlex regardless of 
wnetner or not the Kussiall move constituted a "real daiiger" or would 
mane a "real aiffereixce" in a war. 

moreover, willingness to cause such pain in US would suggest 
to observers that K—presumably ixx a good position to kxxow, presumably 
a pruuent man—regarded oFK power axxd resolution with contempt, 
scepticism: especially with JFK commitment, out even without. 












What waspurpose oi' oov deception? V/uo were tney trying to 
deceive? Rote pattern of iiianin^ tuu^n, deceptive statement 
al ter having. invalidating it, by action, private statement: 
ships wouiu. run ulocxade (to businessman, Ji’K on 24 Oct, alter 
publicly Known snips nau turned away (txioumn Soill question 01 
remaixiin 0 snips: Only 2 ary car^o?); Tass-man statemeno on 25 Oct; 
27 Oct letter; N 

Can tney have, noped to deter recon? Or to convey message txxat 
tney would not reveal missiles, if we didn't, oeiore election? 

What did members of Exuomm mane of Sov intent in statements? 
How aid tney react? 


What is K theory of significance of l)S elections? Had he promised 
not to embarrass, on 25 Au^ (to Sorenson?) Hi^ht he have thought 
we were hoping, above all, that he would not break news before 
election? 


DoDrynin-Sorenson, 
Dob-nowles, Oct 15; 


Au g 25, Sept 6; kahxynin«Eaw Bol Oct 1 (Oct 25); 
' Au&. 25?) 

Gromyko Oct IS. 


Hils: S may have told F, 2 or 5 aays. 
Gore: 2o Oct: 2 


V: xx what you have ri^ht to do to Cuba, we have ri&ht to do to 
Turmey or Iran. (But Turney ana Iran are weam, no threat). 

If balance is equal, equal rights. 

We will not disturb balance; Bo, we will not commit ourselves 
not to expand, not to upset balance... 

We had miscalculated, e. to . in Cuba. Interpretation; you made a 
mist an e in Cuba. 


Why secrecy of co...m? Reluctant to make explicit ultimatum; embarrass 
K, mane it hard to accept? 


See Vienna, 















^ Z’olo X i.l I’ A p CXcdituole. iiOiiiJj iilOOZl mO*j*-»U}^eS, 1 r.i oO n x. ■’•“‘tliircl 
vyc:; ii* Loot: took uviutacu oi oAi'is as coxiliriuin L; suspicions; as 
compared to u..aiysts, o ave *“orc wei^n t to possium ty of irrational, 
ruuicai, out-of-pattern move uy K; ana a,ave more wei 0 nt to ucuual 
advantages of n*ove to K. Cribiciseu est. of Sept 1-j ((ox ton may ypLve 
voruai dissent from est—verbal footnote—in ^iviii^ it to pros)) 

((Did aiialysts ^ive too muen wei 0 nt to tne "obvious" risks of move: 
not onip jua^in^, perception of tnose risns oy Sovs, witnout direct 
evidence, out jua^in^, "actual" risks—in effect, preuictiu 0 decisions 
01 US Pres. How well qualified is anybody now—and in particuiat, 

Sov experts or intelligence analysts in general—to make tnia 
prediction? How much was it based on general con side rations, 
generalized circumstances, rawer tnan on a variety oi specific 
circumstances, or a preuicteu ran 0 ed of circumstances?)) 

((i'icC tendency to nave ^reat continence in nis intuitions; reluctant 
to cnan^e in face of analysts evidence or argument. Is V/as he then 
also unfettered oy knowledge or experience of wei^fit of past evidence 
on k uehavior? 

let, now much evidence was tnerc for analysts—Kent—implicit 
assumption that K's benavior was staole, rational, informed, predictaL 
e, prudent? Let alone, that this is fair assumption for most 
piliticai leaders.)) 
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22 Oct. Cover letter to K vita speocn. Refers to d.i. ecu colon, at 
Vienna, Iren assertion there that US would not allow Liu to tane 
actions overturning present balance ol power. 

((jjalaiico then conceived an "equal"? hut now conceived as 
unequal, favoring U3; we were, in effect, still proposing to prevent 
K from prouucin 0 crastxc cuan^e inoalai.ee ol' power, in uirectio'n of 
equality, heanwhile, K nad vigorously rejected tnis position at 
Vienna, refused to renounce efforts to chaxige the balance of power 
in Russia's favor.)) 

had given specific example there of possible miscalculation 
of US determination: trying to'destroy US righ-s of access <bo heriin. 

Do iiot mistake moderation of current action for lack of determine! 
tion; we are determineu that missiles shall be removed. 1 hope you 
will act prudently, have snips oomply with quarantine. 

k reply, 23 Oct: cover letter vitn public reply. You have no right 
to taxe action. weapons o£ Cuoa, whatever their character, are for 
defensive purposes. Cuba is small, cannot be a threat to giant US. 

Reply (?) 23 (?) Oct; You starteu tnis, by putting missiles in Cuba 
2nxG£:±>xnDvarxKiinxquasin±x:aex:i0±e^ 

E reply to quarantine: put yourself in my position; ultimatum; cannot 
comply; psis piratical; have ordered captains not to comply. 

((hut had ordered them to turn morning of 25 Oct, before OAS vote;, 
they cxiaiiged course anout noon; Ilavy didn't report tnis to ExComm till 
24 Oct; announced 25 Oct.)) 

reply, 25 (?) Oct: refers to Shipments in August, Pre3 statements. 

You made deceptive statements, in public ana private, assuring that 
no offensive weapons Were being sent. On the oasis of this 
assurances, I ra publicly restrained those who wanted to take action. 
ThenI learned that recently you had been installing missiles. 


26 Oct letter at US Emb in MQscow at 1000, probably sent about 0530 
Washington time; it didn't begin arriving till aoout 1600 (discussed 
at ExComm meeting at 2000). 

F met with S about noon, Wash time; F called earlier (wnen?). 

Sou infers F offer sent earlier than letter, as it arrived; out 
times seem consistent with F oiler being conceived at same time or 
inter tnan letter, transmitted to F about same time or evens a r ter 
letter sent. Kanes sense to me tnat F offer was a specification of 
va 0 ue "proposal" in letter ((which says only that if US would give 
guarantee... then situation would change, everything would different; 
tnis would destroy need for technicians. Can't speak for C uui he 
would no ionger nave need for mobilization, li I propose: you guaranty 
drop quarantine; we would (send no more arms?); tnen neccssit,y for 
Voupons you term offensive would disappear.)) Reply to S F mi 0 ht hae 
sigiiaileu: na couple of cays before uS action (?); and, ni 0 hly likely 
tnat tnis offer would be accepted if others failed ; uxnxxn 











JL 


i\.ixi. u c y 1*0 u. ij c i/i . x i lu u/jiiC r one , x n priVci ui: xx t* <xX o 11 x 

i.. public; 27 Get iiuer—seiit loj^ut 24 nourc alter 2e Oct letter, 
ana alter o reply to F (pivtui.;^!,/, alter receipt cl !•' report in 
i^o^jco'^) may nave beexi puulic public ix* par i oooaUuC nope oi 

gencratix;,-, public support for it (also, to speed delivery?) 

((3ie z Rusk maintains empna tiealiy that 2/ Oct letter v/us a. 
result ol puulic suggestions by iiippman on 25 Oct and Kreisxcy (lipp- 
aax* not availaule for reflection in Moscow in time for 25 Oct 
letter?)) 

(note: US couldn't charge "bad faith" because even if tney had 
beenpublic, neitner 26 Oct letter aor i F p "question''^ could be 
described as a commitment to a definite offer. E.^»> 26 Oct letter 
doesn't mention Turkey, but doesn't say tnat missiles would oe 
removed, either. The "necessity" for tnem would disappear (not 
necessarily missiles))—lixcnxgh SU had denied necessity for tnem 
even before crisis , but had put tnem in anyway—but that could mean, 
they are cnenavailaole for bar^ainin^, e.g., against those 
equally "unnecessary" missiles in TurKey. Tne l 1 offer, in contrast, 
was a specific trace, in which Turkey did not figure: but 
was purely hypotnetical. 

Acceptance of F offer did not bind K at all (or US); but it 
revealed accep Laoility of tnis to US, tnus gave nim strong basis 
lor believing ne could c et at least tuis; in absence of tnis, he 
iui a nt not nave felt free to spend time probing, in view of other 

S X 0 JLiclX • 

Sou, Sie: tendency of ExComm officials to deprecate F-2 
exchange in view of 2o Get letter; uut would that xiot have appeared 
quite ambiguous if tne F offer were not available to make if 
specific? Rote tnat our reply of 27 Oct is essentially to F offer, 
not to 2b Oct letter. 

By sending F offer, K in effect &ot an immeuiate reply to nis 
2b Oct letter, read in a form favorauie to US; in effect, he nad 
US puulic reply of 27 Oct on the ni^ht of 2b Oct or early morning 
of 27 Ocb: prouauly before sending 27 Oct letter, ((whereas puulic 
impression—and of. how many members of ExComm, staff?)), ne didn't 
t reply to ei tiler before ne nad sent coin. 

Bis US decision of afternoon of 27 Oct was not to combine two 
letters but to ignore 27 Oct letter; meanwhle, threatening (as 
retaliation to Anderson, or to furtner shootdowns? Or, just as 
"retal" to failure to remove missiles? V/nat was threatened, or repii 
implied? If Anderson stres& 9 d,tnis su oii ests action a 0 ainst SAMs; 
if missiles, missiles. Y/hat was feeling of ExComm auout Anderson, 
mid auout implications of prior commitments auout U-2s and pibliticul 
consequences of inaction. Was K"forciiig our hand"? (See Sie account 
oi Bail reaction)). 

(( 













J-4 i-Iay 

Diu K have' l'uaaon to imagine tuat JiX aolci infox'malion ti^nt 

till alter election, or longer? 

Scan: crate eviucaco wac available (to?) prior to bout 1 'j ostimat 9 
out wac iiot distributed to estimators; Air xorce analysts were 
coaviaceu it was ll-2o's. Item O ot ia dull one day toward end of 
September, out was witauravm ana order went out tne.ro were to ue 
no lurtner items ineluaed aau no further specula Lions puulished on 
suuject. not mentioneu publicly till Oct-22. he oelieveu at time 
Admin, meant to witnhoiu it till alter election. K may nave oelieved 
we Knew it, drew same- inference. 

(Bote; nowles-dobrynm con.versatioxx later, oct ip; now uid 
Bowles interpret this? - What was plan? Why did we x.ot confront, asK? 
Was tncre a "crisis" at news?) 

moreover, Sonn oelieved ana believes that K tnou^nt we Knew oy 
Sept Ip at least—planes were flying, scratches were to be seen 
(oy Sept 3? was that flight over ri&nt area—no—or uid k kxiow exacts 
•what it mi^nt have seeix? Or mi^nt ne nave thought we wouia iiave 
a 0 ent reports?) and tooK Sept 13 statement as eviaex.ee in at JPK aid 
not mean to announce or react. 

But now coula JPK fail—and how could K thiixk he wuula iail—to 
release news or react, after statements of 4 ana 13 Sept? 


Sonn did believe, axxd belief was general, in weex of discovery, tnat 
K. intended. to announce missiles in connection with Berlin, when 
they were reauy, maybe tne aay after tne election; K's statements 
connecting nerlin wi oh after electioxx aid cixxK home, inompsoix tne sis 
tnat missiles were connected witn xseriixx was accepted, nexxce 
timm 0 ; moreover, pace su G6 estea this. (It was xxoi immediately clear 
wnen they wouia ue operational. Also, it was not dear tnat any 
were operational tnen; it seemed iixely tnat K wouia regard deterrence 
as setter, a^aix.st iixv&sion or attacK, wxxen all were operatioxial, 
axxa "ox.e rnijat £,0 off." 

Soixii aoesn't trunk Excomm did consiaer v/itnnoldin^ xxews (note 
now ffi-xxy limn Knew sy Oct 13; aia txxis maxiy, outsiue of int axxalysts, 
Kii.ow of 11-26' s?). But they were concerned aoout oxxe possibly 
kOixi^ off, pernaps captures or coxxtroilea Dy Cubans! Couldn't sit 
still witn tnat possibility! 


Me a said (Soxui, nil) from Tuesday to Thursaay: in purely military 
strategic terms, xxo proulem, just extra targets, maxes xxo differexxce; 
xio crisis (this was interpreted by l&R as ar^uin^ for inactioxi; 
out was this x v ickSs recommenaation, or was he merely abstracting from 
political consiuerations to &ive comment on wartime implications?) 


Weiss: in my thesis, don't empnasize election so much in Cuban case 
as factor that K tnou^ht would make JPK so reluctant to announce 
to public; electioxx may nave been tactical coxxsiaeration, auuin^ 
insurance, out W. thixixs main coxxsideratioxx would have oecn record 
of previous two years, leaning k to thixxk tnat JPK wouia accept move; 
nex.ee, k would have been about as willing to uo it ix. spi'ixi 0 , or 
’^'- r election. (?) Berlin lpbl would oe exception in pattern 
(tnou 0 n, jjcrlin kail). ((But, may be tnat tau^nt K tnat the overt 
c.:^ilei.^,e v.as miscaKe, uouiu force JFK's hand; vnat woulu u ct mm 
to coopera v.e" woulu oe iait acco...pli, ixi 
x.ot nave prooi too early, oik -ust no • 

* * ^ *-<*•>• 1 d ,3 t * a Ci o nave .m iju i i o r. n r r . <• > r \ , , ■ , , , , „ - • , 

Koew earner, (oxiotos 


puulic's eyes; puulic must 
a be forceu to 0 ive nroof too eat 
**°t nave proof later t.»at JPK 










14 Hay 

Hilt.: F-3 oxcn;ui(j,o essential to imerpre tat io^ of 20 Hay lot tor. 
me Uo were prouaoly sent us a pucKa^e ((K mi 0 ht guess: wore 
linoxy to 0 e t answer to F oiler earlier; and wore likely to get 
a°oa answer to letter if read in xi G iu of F oiler.)) 

P was resiuent. (sure?) 

rdiSK told 0 to call i' Saturday aiternuon, wrote out message. 

S saw F at lo'^O, berated nim in violent teimS for Saturday morning 
message negatixig Friday xiight oiler; said we never, never would 
consider Turkey deal iii tne siigntest; said letter "weans war." 

Said he spoke lor niwseli, but xiintea be rei'lecteu moou oi xiigherups. 

(F claimed at start, and later, that K had xiot had F message 
at time he wrote Saturday morning letter.) 

S had dixmer with F Sanaay xxight; F said he had been instructed 
to tell S tnat nis services were much appreciated, anu riad been 
very valuaole. Ixi particular, that applied to nis "explosion" 

Saturday afternoon. 

Mils ieels: husk took S cnaxinei very seriously at time, spent 
iiiucxx time and attentioxi witn it; deiixiitely ixifluenoed ixitei’pretation, 
anu was basis for Trollope ploy. (Says Excomu was jubilant at 
luOO Saturday morning, till new letter came in). F offer was Oxily 
older of inspection ((Till Saturday morning letter?)), and 
i—S exenange Saturday aiternoon tne only brutal, explosive exchange 
Known to nils to convey xtood to K. 

Hughes checKeu out Keating claim of Oct 10, at the true, tnat tnere 
six IF Bn sites; int comm nad xio basis for this; no refugee reports 
iuoiitioned six, or total number; there were two good reports about 
Oct io could have been arouxxd earlier—but they referi’Ca to storage 
sites at nemeuios. Hils thixxKs Keating got this out of the air. 

(But consider position it put admii.istratioxx in, with tneir 
ilat statements on "I Know there is no evidence on missiles...! thixxk 
it extremely uxxlikeiy tney would put missiles in.") 






16 April. 


Sonnonfcidt, bob Baras, 


Sonn. told morning of 16th by Hilsmari. 


called back by ;ii Ionian 
boent all night working 


On Scali: Sonn had gone hone Friday evening: w; 
about 9:1b, told about Scali and about X letter, 
on paper analysing the two developments, comparing, their., to be presented - 
by ili'lsman to LxComm the next Morning. ((Vlas Sorenson working on reply that 
night? Did ExComm have a draft to consider when it met at 10?)) 

Scali xxs cme to iiilsrianj they were with Rusk, about 6, when A letter 
began to cone in; it came last section iirst (the "business end ) and came 
in to them all, discussed in front of Scali. It seemed to confirm Scali 
story, which was more precise: called for BN supervision and inspection, 
offered to withdraw. Scali sworn in, "cleared," discussed answer. 

Thus, while letter alone might have been more ambiguous, Fomin offer 
had considerable impact on its interpretation. In considering a draft reply 
they were in effect talcing the details irom the iomin oiler. Later, when 
Saturday letter came in, the final reply could be interpreted as taking the 
details—the specific ofler to withdraw and the terms of inspection from 
the Fomin offer (or the Saturday letter), rather til an from the Friday night 
letter (vn ich didn't have thorn), vipile ignoring the Turkey deal. 

((Sonn admits they may overemphasize the Fomin-Scali episode, because 
of being in on it and close to it. Sioverts says other members tend to 
deprecate it, say it was the word from K himself that was regarded as 
important (but couldn't Fomin have influenced interpretation of that?) 
and ' r de didn't have any need xn dor informal contacts, outsiders; we had 
plenty of contact, e.g., Tommy" (but might not Sovs have preferred approach 
through Scali, to thorn uioy had no responsibilities, could disown?) 

(Note that Tommy prefers to believe that Dobrynin didn't know the story— 
vaich is probably true, but also convenient, allowing Tommy to continue 
his relationship with him). 

Sx'Jomm was undoubtedly very relieved Friday night, early Saturday 
morning; thought it was over. (Could they really relinquish this mood, 
of having won "peacefully" through threats rather than attack, by Saturday 
or Sunday—give up hope of settlement and turn to choice of attack?) 

Rostov; probably didn't know Saturday morning of Friday night lotwer 
(or Scali); Tyler and his deputy didn't. 

((Rostov; operation generally a backwater; Sonn: It would have made more 
sense to have that operation after the crisis—rather than tie up as many 
good people as it did. Consider analogy to the crisis operations at RsjuD. 
Did they have any impact, on anyone? Did they have enough information, 

’were they enough in touch?)) 

Next day, Scali gave Fomin hell about Turkey letter: what's going on, 
you never said anything about Turkey. Fomin seemed embarassed. 

There were further Scali-Fomin contacts. 
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5 . • Barau 1 paper oi 12-1 i* Out exen .,ixi'icd earlier hilsman thesis 
tnat mteil. tiiioula. nansnqi-andx ccn.siuer consequences oi U.C.. 
actions; out also, role that this puts locR into oi imagining ana 
quasi-evaluating U.C. politicies. V.uile still regarding tneir 
missiles as unlikely, he was asking: "hut suppose they did put them' 
in, What might we uo, and what wouia the liKely responses oe to 
these notions, ^y bU, Cubans, allies, neutrals? " 

(("How could the Sovs have achieved a fait accompli? How could 
they nave prevented a US crisis—by convincing us tnat 1 Tnere was 
notniii^-, to be done, 1 too late, no challenge to action, no opportunity 
to avert undesirea change in the status quo. How could they have 
delayed our aiscovery; stayed our hand; increased risks to us of 
action, reduced incentives? 

"How coula they have triggered a US' s direct attack on missiles? 
bid they know what it toom? might they have done it? " 


Baraz: 

If Sovs had earlier put KRBMs into a satellite: tnat would have 
made it look less unlinely that he would put them into Cuba; yet, 
it would still look like a "first" for him, a switch: ht would 
still ue outside the Warsaw Pact, a country without an alliance, 
n_t really, yet, fully within tne nloc, at such a lo^g distance, 
with an unreliable leaner. 

(( Viere the peculiar advantages of putting missiles into Cuoa, 
as opposeu to other locations, tanen fully into account? The 
various incentives so clear now to Houtnaru? And how reiiaole 
were these former patterns held to be; how reliable, onpast 
experience, was the very notion that "K doesnSt bream from nis 
patterxis"?)) 

One aspect of Hilsman—IJ1R line on including Castro in threats 
was: K's reaction when confronteu with an indirect challenge was 
much more pi'eaictaoie ;- his reaction if confronted with a direct 
ultimatum much less so. 












2 . Sorinonfeldt 


wigho of '-1—22 -jcpt, ililanan tried to persuade hike lorrestal to incXuflo 
Castro in denunciation in speech. Sonn wrote memo about 2-3 in the morning, 
but "spocch was already written." 

tie verts: this was hilsman' s hobbyhorse. He had pushed, then and later 
on notions that: a) this would broaden options, lay groundwork for later 
actions to got rid of Castro (which IG-Ii thought should be pushed); b) this 
w uld 'ivo Khrushchev an opportunity to shove blame onto Castro and abandon 
him, along with missiles. 

Sonn: as it worked out, it was a greater defeat for Khrrushchev, so 
probably just as well. Baraz: probably wouldn't have -made much difference. 


((But why was notion dropped of including Castro, or even of focussing on him? 
Sieverts: Intelligence was determining—it indicated more and more clearly 
teat this was purely a Russian undertaking, operation. But that didn't moan 
a) Castro hadn't invited it; b) wo shouldn't seize opportunity to blame 
Castro, Uho/why/when was opposition to this?)) 

(note; Carter was acting DC! while mcC away) 

General belief in intell. commun tnat SU wouldn't put 
except for KcC in CIA ((when uia he start? prior to 

-.roup with Nigro (?) in DlA; because it was so uncharacteristic. 


and a 


missiles; 
SAl'is?)) 


SMIE 


Baraz; combination. of feelings that it was "too different" and 
"too risky" for Sovs; he knew of no individual who held one view 
without the.otner (e.^,., "it's not tne sort of stupid, reckless 
tiling tney usually do"). 

(lid this reflect feeling that (a) if US did take local action 
beyond blockade, SU would be in bad spot? and (b) they Would- have to 
e,ive some attention to that? But maybe (Southard, Munson) they 
j-.ave very little proo to that; or (somi) tney regarded tnat as 
possible but "less likely," and as sams with sme other bureaucracies, 
contingency of less likelinood ^ot victually no attention.)) 

Various reasons for not expecting: for surprise; 

1 ) "it's too different." 

2) "It's too dangerous." 

p) "It's too mean." (Thompson; JFK? Husk? Crowing hopes of 
understaxkUng; "dialog" with Gromyko in Mew York on non-dissemination, 
seriin, test ban; hopeful. ((So, pressures for action may nave 
been seen as jeopardizing that dialog; as would a U-2 incident?)) 


Mote feeling on 2b Oct, virtually unanimous in State and V/H; there 
must be no gloating, don't rub it in, hurt K's position; and (b) now 
tnat K has lookeu close at nuclear war, there is a chance for real 
progress: he will never try such a thing again. The belief that 
he has learned make it unnecessary for its to learn, i.e., to modify 
tne expectations that made his act a surprise for us. 
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DJSM-633-64 
11 April 1964 




wEKORAiiDUi; POH TEE ADEINISTRATIv-j; S28SBS1P” OPPICv 

the ssrasmy op DssaaS ' 0: 


subject: SIOP ;u 


Vtn 


Florence: Office of the Secrete of Defers r- . 

1-5160/64, dated 3 April 1 9 64 * ftj0 

a-n response to the referenced memorandum, Mr. 

John S. KcNaughton anC ha Daniel Slithers have been 

placed on the Master SIOP Access List at the Office of 

Jo_ne C.iixxS ox Seaxt for Code 1 (complete) Slop 
access. 

• . 

<Tjj. W. DAVIS 

Rear Admiral, USN 
Deputy Director 
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3 {- i; ! :v Quarantine Pi- > t xo iv.ed an.i • 

Parley 

• v /r?::c;:v t i ■’ m 

Cpocial to the ITov; York a '--- 

.. - o tTT v W r A aril 25 - !.r::t ^11 ’■ quarantine oT 
rr<l denounced at a uoociac o, 

t’:c^ ,‘acrican Society of. Internat i-vkiil Lav.. 

Prof., Quincy bright oX Col mob i a TJa i v ^ J 

the principal critic. Jf J Q ^./ Vies had boon "an 
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that phrase should be understood. 

Issue Held ’Above Law’ 

■ - ••In oor systoa," he *ai«, "the survival of states 
is above law—it must be. 

.... peb-son su^nested that no lawyer could really 
...X . ^.C .e.- ■ , thcr the quarantine was 

liw-l" 1 ’!’. "illchlP' The lav.’, he said, simply does 
^fdLl ktJ sSSh Questions of ultimate power-pooor 
that cones close to the sources of soveie«iuy. 

As a historical example ho »ntioned tho roiusal 

S;4 U Sn C ?r,e t vSifi?l’ol B ?Mo of Yoi-h's claim to 
the cnilish croon. The question was too much one 
ol power, not oX principle. 
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l- at ions have accepted restraints on their sovereign 
power that prevent them Xron saving a way ox lue 
that respects law. 
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Legal considerations were involved in the steps 
for approval of the quarantine by the Organization 
of American States. Legal avenues, Hr. Achcson said, 
per;.i.ittod wise delay and consideration of the views 


of other governments. 


Abran J. Chayes, legal adviser of the State 
Department, said "lav/ was an important consideration" 
in the quarantine decision. The long-run goals of the 
United States, he said, would have been damaged by 
a cynical disregard for law. 

Ur. Chayes assorted that the quarantine was 
sustainable under established principles of interna¬ 
tional law. He relied primarily, as Governments of¬ 
ficials have in comments since the episode, on the 
authorization of the O.A.S. 


However, Mr. Chayes, like Mr. Achescr, declared 
that it was foolish to ask such questions as, "T.’as 
the quarantine legal?" He said the first year of law 
school was supposed to teach lawyers not to ask gen¬ 
eralized questions like that. 

In domestic lav/, Mr. Chayes said, the whole effect 
of the judicial system is to refine and focus questions 
and get away from such abstractions. Since interna¬ 
tional law has no effective judicial remedies in most 
cases, lie continued, it is up to international lawyers 
to do the refining and focusing--not "to deal at large 
with such deep policy questions." 

Professor '.’right accepted Mr. Chaye's contention 
that the vote of the Organization of American States 
authorized action against Cuba herself, since Cuba 
was a signatory to the O.A.S. treaty. Hut he said 
it was not a basis for action against ships of a 
third party, the Soviet Union. 
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The U-2 end the Cuban Grinin 

collateral 

1. Iterative evidence on xxeni reportn (spring 1962). 

2. Negative on irxxliiup missile reportn, 5 Aug. (and on buildup';) 

3. Positive on SAMs, negative on liRBKs, 29 Aug and U Sept. 

ij. Alleged: McN, JPK relied heavily on photos, little on reports ("not 
ovidoncc" 

5 . 30 Aug said; U-2 overflight of Sakhalin; Sopt 0 $ 8, U-2 shot down over 

China; £ 31 Aug, 7 Sept evidence of S/As, no evidence of nfti.iiis-planned 

flight Sept 10 cancelled (why?): meeting of Sept 10. 

a) sensitivity to incidents; b) little prob of KILSMs: 1) no evidence ( 
aseruption that they couldn't appear soon?), plus evidence of SA .'3 with 
vmcn A to discount agent reports; 3 ) export disbelief (Ui.b, except for iicC); 
h) political disbelief (especially, wishfully, after vie had announced?) 
c) aopearance of SAiS (especially in area where reports indicated po .-side 
site). 

This led to desire 
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Cn cor.vjnic nhion hot*’con Allies 

Cn Cyprus, our interests were 
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j uy £ briefing toy **• 

K^SIBSS^St&S^pt. 

S: =i ^v“w yoi ’-°“. b n Or ;„% 0 t P° S convoke. However, oven for », 

dissolving, but they froia a high g f HilKMa called S. 

" A ‘TSVsft, with U. ^Sf*- 

They wero in the mi -J ^ out on tor raco and tol ,'concluded that invasion 
/liter dinner, ho alroa dy thought about pro * > strikc looked bettor; 

alternatives. N h- ** bloody mess—and tha surprise 

looked very bad--™*^ 1 “ J. t Ido* good He 

but that too, at that r > usslons ) ^ h ,.„ to cat 

Mediately consider blockade «^?^ ooos3 arily have predicted 

“t te felt f“b the s- d ^- ‘ a hideous prospect.^ ^ , Jarning 

U,1S ^^o^about hdUtary/hbr^gic^ f# . t0 **. this 

^T^'the next morning H ****> Sfink^Sscussion. 

^S-llreSdtdTy deSarakon of war): 

SWiS?. I , Bail, «t Bund, *. Bor eating it: Oil, 

(Who for surprise stnK thit plans for action 

that an ultimatum comes to bo consider^ . ^.ternative to 

“The way that *JJ , sion _ n sker comes to looK 10 

but M voSles f-^/^^oSrcirfpoUUcal oaisequencos of 
having to carry v.iiich State deals with). ^ actually generated; 

Carry C?Hi° 8 seem; *ch generated ^^ aS 

at the point ^cn P- necessSLryj « ye t was re ^^ sks of that approach 

reedy to u-e - ■ avoid it: despite th , Dr essures) vhich 

to try direct approach to avoi ^ al]ios> alUed presh^ ' 

(K commitments, threats to t0 :»ahe actual military ^ 

“ oouras ' ° pp0 

influence one.) 
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1 1st mooting at State 17 Oct 


v. /• 


v Ball: treat this as a sort of U2 incident. Must have occurred as a 
mistake, or unauthorized. Extremely limited air strike. Announce that 
flying in direct contradiction on what he promised. A summit. 

McN: No meeting with Pros until tomorrow morning. Addross ourselves to 
alternatives. Reduce to writing for afternoon. Meet again this evening. 
1. Facts. 2. Alternatives. 3. Systematic review of consequences. 

McC: What we see today is only phase 1 of ultimate objective. Base 
policy on pro 

...three sites MR3M, ...noknowledge of vhere warheads are. Unexplained 
construction in very large cave 5 miles to west of site. Useless with 
convcntio al warheads. Reckless to assumo no atomic warheads. Atomic 
bombs for 21s and 1128? 

5. Have in port scries of ships in port with 63 boxes, not like any we 
have every seen. 20 ships on way, 8 of which can carry weapons. 

7. Area near Havana could be propoer for warhead. Secure underground 
installation. 

KcE: Major Soviet base, not support of Castro, major threat against US. 

Thonp: Could be bargaining point Turkey. 

McB: Could be persuaded not to use (?) 

McC; Not Eurkcy. (?) 

Soviet intentions: 

McC: 1) Provide C. retaliation 

2) Attack against US 

3) Hallmarks of accomplishment; show what Soviets 
U) Political trading 

Tay: Gambit to get us involved. 

When decision made; June, July. 

Thomp: Wants a showdown with best chance of coming out with Berlin bases 
disarmament. Wo jumped gun by finding out. 

Decision made prior to Pres public statement. Would he deny or defend? 

Alto rnative s: ( ?)) 

1. How many sorties. May bo on low dido. 

a. iiRBKs 1; area, 23 targets; 75 largo bombs, 52 sorties, low level. 

b. plus airfield plus IL28 crates; 100 sorties 

c. plus SAM sitos and air capable targets, 5l areas: 200 sorties 

350-U00 largo weapons. 3 

d. plus significant military, not pre-invasion: 500 
1 day. 

o. plus invasion, li;00 targets; lj.000 weapons, 2000 sorties. Several days. 
Nono include forces threatening Guantanamo. 
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I. Blockade. Worst form, divisive, involves allies. 

Action takon concurrently: call i'or summit. Expecting response against 
vulnerable.. 

Alternatives: 

Ball: I. Limited immodia.te action, announced low level surveillance. 

Guilty of action contrary to what have said. 

Doflecting world by putting in political context. 

If he accepts we move from strength. 

Bilateral summit? 

II. a. Start with political. This stops mil. 
b. Start with blockade, and surveillance. 

Say wo not going to yxnliimstain 

Poli ultimatum 

Could K. maintain himself if he did not responds. Attacks Turin.sh 
weapons least he could do . 

Martin: If in 5 days they don't remove wo would invade. Faces A with 
no out. 

Johnson: emissary to Castro, Got rid or we are going to attack. Treat as 
a Castro, not Soviet problem. Has to accept OAS team. 

A.. G.: VJhy is Castro going to accept. 

Thor,ip: Seo whether he will break with Soviets. 

Johnson: Limit it to offensive weapons. 

Taylor: VJhy don’t wo relax about it. A.ccept it as another targ et. 

McN: Political approach will stop mil. action. 

^artin: If not backed up with mil. pol. ineffective. 

^■ c ^ 1 • Ho mil threat justifying response. VJhat is minimum response . 

Blockade plus survoillanco 

Search and inspection of Soviet ships. 

Removal. 

McN. Variant. Survoillanco. Will attack Soviet Union if preparation to 
launch against US. 

Psll: Any further action to make operational we will act. How do w T e act. 
xaylor: No intermediate position. Accept or don't accept these missile bases. 
A.G. Give nucs to Germans. Thoy wouldn’t. 
















3. What alternatives. 

A. G. Every action unpleasant to K. 
should be surveilled by State 

•Surveill* 

Tako out if against L. A. or US 

Open statement to tako caro of domestic 
How important to lot him off hook 
Pull women and children out of ^‘oscos and satellites. 

I Pol 

II Minimum to meet domestic and L.A. 

III Military irtnr alternatives. 

Threat to Carib aroa. 

Political action will lose surprise. If you lose surprise then.. 

I (a) 50 targots. leave Castro with wouhd. 

Taylor: Minimum air attack on US? 

Ultimatum concurrently with strike. 

Can’t guarantee 

N. Offensive weapons as sole objective. 

Johnson: Buy off 

restore relations 

Can you gtop nh after 50 sorties or J 4 OO sorties without invasion. 

R: Congress called to recognize a state of war 

To emphasize difference between t is action and war. 

Division of 2-alliancos 
NATO most 

Bring about fall 

Threats to: Berlin, Iran, Turkey, Quenoy-Matsu, Korea, Pakistan, 
Finland? 

Disarry in alliance 

Depends on prior preparation. Consultation. Advance notice. Oppoirtunity 
to got out by ad. notice. 
















II 


Oct. 13, White Rouse 

R. Is it necessary to tako action. 

No action, would underline to allies 

a) grd to grd, gravest issues would arise 

b) offeet on Sovs. If wa unable,groatly increase their confidence. 

c) Gravest problem internally. 

Action ser ous risks. O oun t«raction probably heavier. Reaction Korea 
to Eerlin to US. 

To spread from 50/60 strikes would increase problem. 

Unannounced unconsultcd could have serious repercussions. 

Different than Suez. 

If we enter upon this path. No one can suroly foresee the outcome. 

■^ven without new info, probably result in groat 

Am. perple willing to much. If good conscience. Theory of the case. 

Guns of August. Is trip necessary. VJWII clear. Korean got' into cosiderable 
trouble. Militate in favor of consultation^ K and invocation Rio. 

1st. K might back down 

2d. Rio Pact strongost position, other declaration of war. 

Furthor info, dec. of national importantsnee and declaration of war, maybe 
best course. Larger problem. Larger way. 

Alternative short strike. Larger problem, challenge goes up a great deal. 

Bohlcn: Existence can't be toleratod. 

Two means, diplomatic or military. 

If determination firm, no danger. 

Tono end tenor important. 

Strike will lead to go. war. Allied reaction dead against us. 
Declaration invaluable. 

Limited quick action illusory. 

McN: Assume no nuclears. I or II (Page 1?)) incbnclussive, costs not worth. 
((I think: I, MRBMs, II plus airfields. 1128s, III plus SAMs and air capable 
targets, IV plus significant military.;) 

II better than I. Loro sondes now necessary. Would verge into III. 

Taylor: II would require IH, SAM sitos. Still require for surveillance. 

III could bo dono in a day. At end AF nearly destroyed. 

McN: Evaded R's question. n ow does it change military balance. Not at 
ail. Chiefs others don't agree. Pol. problem, ’^odditioning K, allies. 

H: Whatever action going to cause leasts of people to think mad. 



















now ideal 


b. 

T. Energy with which moving. Any time operational. 1123— 
time— Mobile 

can't take out this threat from air. Can't prevent progress. Takes 
dip or invasion. As to mobile, it may be already too lato. 


McCt Now not Soviet. Not members Warsaw Pact. So vs mi^it have way to 
back out. 

H: K's reply Berlin, Turkey, Italy. 

A,-v 

T: ((air strike?)) Kill Russians. Prefers blockado, surveillance, legality, 
R: Our action aimed at Cuba. 

T: can assume he will want to talk. Will be negotiative. 


A.G. He blockade Berlin 
tradeoff. 

McC: Eisenhowors pts: missiles' intolerable 

Limited raise doubts in rest of world 
Go to jugular. Havana. 

Minimum loss of life. 


R. Will need national emergency or declaration of war. 

Th: M and Castro has to go. 

Bcrtter from blockade. 


Dillon: What could K do that would satisfy us. 

Th: Most is to say won't do any more, we can check 
Th: British would tfant us to havo told K 

Ball: If he did it after fait accompli, are you hotter off 

McC: K can't believe wc don't know. He would lock us into negotiation. 


H: Only out give up Turkey base. 

McN: Several hundred Russians killed. Strong rpposte. 

Eall: Difficult to overestimate impact of no warning politically. 

Th: Precipitate real Borlin crisis. 

H: docs he invado or blockade. 

N: blockade. 

H: How about declaration of war. Then you have to invade. 

B. If not act of hostility against everyone else. 

Knx, Bol, Brazil, Ecuador? 

B. Blockade without ultimatum, impossible situation with rocketry. 
Th. Posture, if things stop we don't act. 
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B. If K recognizes C. lost 

Tomorrow— announce. Call Congress back Monday. Every knows. Take 
out Saturday and airforce. 

R. A little more-time, something may crack. 

Th K took this on his own. to il. concurred at tine of U2. negotiation 
not entirely to be rejected. Won't wait, come over. Playing “ussian 
roulette. 

H. If he responds, giving us an ultimatum, are we worse off. 

H. Invasion not same as taking out bases. His response may be the same. 

A.G. VJould anyway take 7 days. Could always hold out. 

R. Reinforce Guantanamo and take out dependents. 6 M in 
Viequest. 200 to U00 air strikes. Take hi$i ground. 

H. Cruisers return fire. 

R. Gromyko;; read hi . statement. 5 pts why not relevant. 

Rio Treaty. Status quo—Hungary—penetrating Hemisphere. 

NATO direct response to throat to Berlin. 

McN: split into 2 course 

I. Slow: Pol plus blockade 

2. Fast: Notify plus military action and blockade 

Taylor: Monday— better—Tuesday best—Saturday possibile. 

McN Intoll better by Friday. 

McN: Two groups, basic alternatives. Minimum action forceful action 
How Sovs and others response. Air Blockade without strike. 

don't kill Cubans or Russians 
might got deal 

xgxjcnxkia let him continue to build 

Ball: recognition of state of war. The Pres would ask Congress to 
recognize (or Pres declare pursuant to resolution). 























7. Oct. 13, Suato 


Eisenhower. No surprise. Thought offensivo buildup would occur. 

Expressed criticism of handling. Present situation 
v.uld prove to be intolerable. Discussioss of no avail. 
Blockade, difficult when stopped. Capt. refused. Bring 
to Port. 

Limited, indecisive, irritating to world opinion. Creat 
fear in all areas where Sovs could respond. Eurkey, Pakistan. 
Korean analogy. Uth day Truman reversed. 

■loaned to military action to cut off Havana. Such a plan 
moro decisive than landing and slow typo invasion. 

Cuban deployed forces. 19000 in 25 miles,32± 31,u00 in 50 
50,000 in 100 miles. 

£lii » 

Bohlen: Exchange with Castro, K 

Notification to MacM, NATO, 0AS and Turks 

Then strike limited to offensives 

If strike without notice, unpredictable results. 

Hay be pushing to s eo how far they can go. Get 50 sites, real accretion. 
Lenin dictum: must advance, still withdraw. 

Rusk: 0A5. ^ot too much difficulty in getting 2/3 d*s for declaration 
me threat to Hemisphere. Will take 2 or 3 days get action in 0AS. 

R: Congress state of war directed specifically against these missiles. 
Simultaneously in Oas etc. Cut through- mass of legalities. 

Objection to talking 

McN: they can be redeployed. 

A.G. Wo don't know now that some aren t hiddne and operational now. 

Option I: only one politically possible without notice to allies. 

Rusk: Send private C and K. Give them last clear chanco. 

Ache son: If you do this ball it all up. Counter-ultimatum. Must act 
at once. 

1. Do it with no talk. 

Somo response 

Plan 

Berlin, Korea, Turkey, Quemoy, Japan. 

2. Alert every one on short time basis, fully and persuasively. 

N4T0-0A3 by high lovel people. 

Former Pres. 

3. Fly over air borne division to Europe. 

U. Shouldn t worry about election. 

o. 'Vice Pres cancel campaign speeches. 

Taxe it much better than anyone would suspect 
Pleasure we do act. 













V-'C l. . 1 i l.li .i t n . lull;>n 


’. Timr.uy, 

McN: 1. I*o L no nil. 

2. Blockade, concurrent 1 'ol. 

3. air strike, concurrent Pol. 

Blockade more under control. therwise set if up for K. Broken alliances.. 
Lost Berlin. Lxcessivc price. 

McD. C-ravest issues, Intolerable to uss VJo endure, every day. Too much 
self respect to respond by act of agression. Soviet held to account"." ’ 
Creates situation "can regard Cuba only as pawn. Responsibility of USSR 
Invite X to coma at once. Larger issue is freedom. Don’t provoke to 
pull fabric apart. Hazard in Berlin. 

T. Better if wo don't hesitate. Look at what happens if wo don’t act. 
McC. Better risk with action than none. 

McN. Must act. But act so we maintain control of events. While would 
like to take out, but loads to unpredictable response 
Offensive weapons blockade 

Can tighten as wo go along. Might have allies. 

Intolerable condition. Don't say what we will do. 

Low level pictures. 

U8 hours partially effective blockade 

McB Why do we ncod to hasten on blockade. ?rcs statement, announce what 
wo will do. Sunday night. Pictures. 

O-'-S Achoson go to NATO and governments. Personal emissaries, ^taly 
England, Turkey. Picturos 

1030 at State. 


Martin: ri ov can Pres do this without declaration of war. 
Stevenson down tomorrow. 


description of blockade—not to bring down Cuba, 
with or without POL. Priority to Soviet, board, 
from State, perfunfactory stop others. 


Offensive weapons— 
got instructions 




















3 . 

Assert from n adison and Monroe.... 

A.G. Three or four alternatives 

• 

a. bettors to K and Castro 
Estimated responso 

Then what happens' • 

Go to OAS, Ul'J _ 

b. Military action initially. $0 or 200, results around world. 
YJhat Russians would do. ri ar. Turkey. 

c. Military action after letters 

d. Blockade, declaration of war, after preliminary steps 
3. McCQs invasion 

















Oct 18 afternoon 


Rusk: Cannot accept operational I-lHBMs. U n both political and military 
grounds. Pres ha 3 said grd to grd raises ;ao3t serious 3et of problems. 

Would invite most serious exchanges, commit Soviets, talk vjhile more erected. 

Suggests Tuesday inform contain key allies, Mac deG, Adn, possibly the 
Turks. Possibly L.A. hS Pros. 

Along about Wed strike those missiles. Simultaneously, public -statement 
K, telling, Same time OAS, SC, NATO Council. Got this strike over 
with. 

If attack in Korea, meet, borlin, we know what to do. Q.M. not likely. 

In out public statement, accppanying , any kind of counter-actionxnf 
against U.S.—condition of war. Surveillance of Cuba. 

UN..wo will get into overseas basos. Turn into Geneva typo. 

US allies in general encouraged by show of firmness. India, otc. probably somovhat 
restrained. We cast blank chocks in that situation. Want and demand their support 

Critical is what we sould say to Russians, and in public announcement. 

If we can handle as first stop, take out missiles. Won't such problem. 

Lots of subsequent decisions. 

Otherwise will go down with a whimper. May be hotter with bang. 

In operning statement covor. Intolerable, continue to take vhatevor 
action necessary. 

Not jutt actual effect, but also what we have declared. 

Not too concerned about argument about Turkey. 

Have record of whole post-war period. International law reflection of 
US policy in this Hemisphere. May have dialectical argument. Depends 
on who prepared stare who down . 

Problem of danger to Venezuela, etc. N 0 good knocking out 16 missiles 
lose 3 countries. 

KcN: How assure Cas&ro and commanders truly understand your message. 

Rj- Put message in Swiss hands. Talking about 50 strike plan. 

Mcl-1: Migs flushed. Temptation attack Guantanamo. Put U00 planes including 
strike over Cuba. 

R: Big strike destroys political effoct of limited attacks. 

KcB: Principle that, sensitive areas not to be turned into nuclear bases. 

Bo lin, Iran, 1, aos. In all threo wo have been willing to see unddrtakings 
that they not be so stationed. Italy-Turkey to oe equated with NATO; 
clear democratic majorities supported our being invited to do this because 
of direct Soviet threat. Might be end of ri orocco, Wheelus. New regime 
on bases wo can live with. 




Hot a Pearl Harbor. 


xlink 
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,uto Dept, AM, Friday Oct 19 


Friday, Oct 12 

McC briefing. NIE. Grpmyko. 

. . r.^-1 • ^,4^7 Must pot 0AS rsitttxc*iti.on « 

Johnson: Doesn't seo problem in ^T+nin*locality Declaration of 

UN can got jurisdiction, ^roblcm „o raaintain iogali y. ^ h 0 mally 
war not required. All inclusive vs selective qu0 £ 

wartime, status of war. W stl ® ^ 51 self defense measure, 

promptly taken to multilateral. El^e Ar . > , 

Meeker* , . Villi’ wnuld t?et us into additional 

Declaration of war not only not noco.. / h t ^ Present situation 

problems both under international law and «"£ <a '“f££ s question of 
not one of armed attack or imminent , . Under international 

whether we justified in preventing ur ^ g ws*procure moasure voted 
law and treaties not entitled to use forcemloss ws proour othor 

by 0». Can argue regim of 1- «£« »ich we ^ ^ 

^"o^erlic go Song. Could announce that we are planning to 

S ° FToblit is to maintain and convince wo are legal. M “‘*. d ®Ji 5 ^2 aoks 
under 6 Sd 8 . Then in legal andpractical ponitron^ fend off attacks 
in Sec Council. Better position than if we claim right to ac . 


Martin: UU needed, '’ruguav, Hex, Brasil, Ecuador, Chile marginal, 
whould wo refer to it as defensive quarantine. 


Legally 


Ssswsa* ersasrswss.»— 

of. Soviets crucial, ~ 1U ,. , * • 3 ^ Suc s: Nasser vs. British.)) 

status quo crucial.)) ((S^ Bilitar y /st ,HtSgic impact could be claimed there. 

toy Dillon agrees. 

Nci!: 

l) Pure political moves 

% &SZ W-toO sorties against Russia: 

200 against forces ringing Guantanamo. 

Pro 3 . tentative decision Sunday; blockade Monday. 

McB disturbed. 

Altera at ixing between enough or nothing. 

Taylor: 

v c w. Kocd to think of time. Can't announce blockado Sunday night. 

Air* strike .Chief s prefer Monday or Tuesday, need 2U hours nonce. 


Sorenson: 



Concern that decision had become unstuck. Feels time is of the 
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Keeker: Who gov in powor after strike? 


Ru sk: 

Need two courses of action 

Chiefs—McCone—Dillon—McBundy ((air strike?)) 

McN—AG—Ball— blockade.' 

Difficulty, Pearl Harbor, 
living under gun 
analyse fact coldly just as 
Show down better now 
but perhaps not 

Thompson: Clear that we are heading for a showdown. Getting into area 
where surprise attack. 

Acheson: Either decision very hard. If you are having showdown must run 
into these dangers. 

Weapons in Siberia not as dangerous as in Cuba is false. 

V.hy aro we interested 
If blockade then you can take out 
^as indicated can pull tail foathers out of eagle 
This is the moment, won't come again. 

Prepare him as best wc can. 

All elements have been brought out. 

Get him ready for the decision. 

Detailed scenario. Telegrams, whole works. 

Afternoon, Friday 19 

Meeker: Art 53 provides Sec Council must authorise enforcement action 

by regional group. We might have seven votes in favor position that not 
enforcement action. Rio Treaty states use of armed force not obligatory. 

Not order, preventing arrival. Cbvious answer is votes. 

Rusk: Shouldn't we ourselves inform Sec Council pursuant to Art Sh. Got it 

out of UN in general assembly. Sec Gen in direct touch how to got timing 
settled. Do at same time as you go to OAS. Do it that night, asking meoting 
next morning. Soviet Pres. 

A. G. Cuostion of whether you could announce surveillance and if they 
continue to make offensive. Question of whether or not to put in respon¬ 
sibility of Soviets. 

mcN Is objective of policy including blockade to secure removal of missiles. 

Rusk; Hopefully followed by other stepts wich would givo us possibility of 

taking them 

McN: Either we blockade and accept the missiles or we eventually take them out. 

McB: Don't announce invasion. Concontrating on missiles vail have same effect. 















13 ' v a t start is wrunt. 

tr** 3 * you 

ol va L ,uj‘* • ,-q-vIc s out. 

coao out with misoiic 


Dillon- Can you go on for mors f loss of control. But 

' -ii keep control. Poasx *2^ is that eventually you 

Thompson: Soviets w.1 P„ gto „f your positi 

vo cun 

vill knock tnem out. 

u a. ro on until missiles out. 

Sorenson: Bloc . _ forHar d Ath m^dmum preparations. 

Taylor: Internal deed Berlin: Macmillan, 

, +M «. s teD we will- puu. uu 
Rusk: U you take this ste. 

do Gaulle? vi.lL. 

is coins to break up, it 
Saylor: If aUnanoo iS *01 

Rusk: Just wanted to mention. 


. y, Bl *t of 19 Dot Ruslc 

q+ato De'oartraent, ru, •$■ 

, I f not observed by Soviets 

Start with blockade. If » 

Hit. 

x) preemptive strike ™ s *?lS.Zs killed, will take forceful ac i • 

2) ’^r^Cases or threat unless withdraw. 

Attacks on missile bases, 

3 U | Conference on peace treaty 

5 Pakistan or Iran x vomen evacuated. 

1) •■"fxSn^d or tmany. 

Ho Solarises m 

7) I'd 


Johnson—Hitze, night of c 9 public; b) declaration 

Assume blockade ^ K ^ C. 

Of war; c) unsuccessful directed to immediate 

x Limited blockade, only nooessary to make work. 

threat, grd to grd missies, ; ^ offensive target sufes ^ pU nes' 

^^f^^Sts SSscf-what docs ms »o. 

l) - _ c than inspcctxon ox ® t +nm around. 

V:0UU "Sff °er r ccf'§i"tSCt certain. 

^rSbafiSTof Scv acquiescence? 























What ripostes available to them, assuming acquiescence. 

a) Comparable action ra Berlin ineffective. Therefore they would have to 
take non-comparable action which could include, denial of access to Berlin 
by American forces. Of little effect if only on ground but could be 
significant if air access blocked. Would claim of equivalent efiect. 

They could stop all Allied military access, or impose full blockade, 
of Berlin. Our riposte, full blockade of Cuba and/or execution contingency 
plans for Berlin. Question, would it not be better to separate Berlin and 
Cuba and respond by action in Berlin on Berlin, not combined basis. But 
K may link. 

Damage to Commies is largely failure to back Castro. He hrould have to 
'offset this. 

(Does blockade make Berlin blockade more likely. This relates to 
limited indirect approach versus direct approach. Limited may help with 
Allies. Kay encourage K to 2 eyos for an eyo approach. 

b) Exercise maximum of their capabilities to bring about overthrow of 
Venezuela, Bolivia, Guantanamo, Ecuador, Dominican governments and sub¬ 
stitution of United Front governments, '“'hmee of success less under this 
s ddvar.pt:on than under assumption broader or more direct action ... 

c) World wide or local blockade against US shipments of offensive weapons 
systems to overseas bases. Our riposte would be to declare it an illegal 
blockade. (Few windows loft in any US embassies. Campaing against US 
ovorseas bases.) 

d) Takeover Laos. Not likely under tis hypothesis. 

e) Encourage or permit Castro to use declaration of war as the pog on which 
to bring actions forcing us to more forceful measures. This depends on 
Whether K wants us to invade Cuba. If provocation obvious allies will 
have more sympathy to our invasion but in long run US position could suffer. 

General comments on this alternative 

a) This alternative doecnot weaken Castro economically.and therefore may 
need to extend... 

b) Does not get rid of offensive systems now there. Warheads can be 
brought in by air, if not already there. 

c) Talks and diplomatic activity will be going.blockade. 

d) Low level air cover during blockade would mean loss of prostigo for 
Castro. n i^i level flights would not falunt our penetration as directly. 

c) Castro attacks on Guantanamo less likely if blockade limited and Sovs 
acquiesce. Castro attacks with Komars similar. Although, legally no 
objection. 

2* Soviets do not acquiesce, a. What do they do locally. 

Cuban Komars? Russian subs. Planes from Cuba. Self defense of merchant men 
Conmoy. Not effective, but might lead to Russian loss of life, 
b. Ccmpain in Security Council. At minimum, veto. At max, votes to defeat. 
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Add on statement that any further eerie on deployment offensive eyeteus Lost 
Then°if hTdoT^'t stop a week or two later we hit then. 

But may we not be tanked up in negotiation. 

V.'e can add to pressure by expanding blockade. 

H. can also have worldwide blockade of USSR or UATO economic embargo. 

In Fnaso II of contingency plans with pretty full mobilization. 

|iww ,-Vvv, !. / ^ • */’ •/; * A ' ''' 

Oct 20, Saturday . ^ y ' 

,/ i-U. ■ S' A~." r */.y o • <■ ■ i !' ' 

hue stor under construction at IRBhs 

TU 11 h Dakar could bo carrying ... unusual plane 

Poltava due Nov 2 80 ft. 

Rusk: UK send group to all missile sites in world 
Bring to Port the Polarises. 

S: Need some major political initiative. 

K: 10? accept U0? reject 50? counteroffer, ((probln of SU response!)) 

S: Aro we prepared to do. 

Thompson: Soviest wouldn't consider for a moment damnation without 

removal what we have in Europe. 

S. Open door to whole series of negotions, 

B£ Nako offer to K to join us in making such 

r/ assignments: Blockadcin Pont: Anderson, Sharp, McHaughton 

Taylor—Air Strike 
Johnson —me s s age s 
1-lcB— striko 

preliminary to K. and C 
tomorrow 

Significant civil measures. No. 

HcC: Check raadir.cs3 of missiles. 

Pres hero at 2:30. 

Dillon: Is speech intended to load to long course, or short. If latter 

change to 

Ball: Transition from one to other. 

Exclude strike if blockade. 

KcN: No commitment. Begin blockade, can't do 
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Oct 20, Saturday, V.'nitc House, 200 


), -nvbO 5 1 U KHPM 

Briexxns. £ x U IKBM 


16 weeks 


Poltava 10 days movo away in minutes. 

„ . .-r _to nre-surveyed sites. 

18 hours to ready. hobrl-to pr 


McK: 


i^artt By surveillance? military action? 

“ 

Removal miU>t requir . 


Removal mlgno w and 

Ultimatum re ^sequent o""sg^S^T*** got 

mil, action hot purmi , 

missiles out. ™oadvantages. Long tine. 

SdrSSI 

:r k M is^r ^«&*» 

Rc conn ends block-.de rou . restrained us. 

vonld have blockaded. Same reasons then a. no 
P: Knew July, we would h 
Ti Pi i with missiles tnat are there. 

-Hr -lieht Piecemeal commitment unvase. 

T. Danger of lanyard pulling idiz slight. 

Taylor- VJo don’t know how to put in air blockad . 

H ; would recommend we shoot thorn do. * - 


I would rocommena we Living 

n , a Lle do whatever he wants, living 

p G Great point that from now Castro wx 
with nuclear threat forever. 


, +. TOO a day with impunity. 

TaYlor: From then on shoot 100 ...a 

vrr.o tor ,hct. HOB, Taylor, Dillon, HcC and Chiofn with variations 

P Whatever v.-e do all for dt. 

How successful can strike be. 

;« ssrasss-— 


p ; Planes don’t Domver. 

political impact. ____ 
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A.Cr. Possibility of blockade and 1 day. Howill scatter his planes. Deploy. 
Mcii D 0 un ter throats. 

KcC Two routes can be merged. Don't liko P.H. Demand. 

D. Lose L.A. Must removo. Better with blockade, dismantle, inspection. 

72 hours 'or perhaps more diificult. If Me li. decision rt. then straight 
strike. 

(ilpatric) 

P..G. Chiefs plan 800 sortio3. To initiate this kind of forco is not kind 
ve can take. Blockado. 

KcN: 800 plus 250 to support Guantanamo. Can’t stop with this. Gov in 

chaotic stato. Must think of accompanying with invasion. Inconceivable that 
Soviets will respond and then wa respond. Loads to unpredictable but probable 
heavy 

P* Chiefsxnn plan not surgical. Apt to grab. 

Start with blockado, work cease, planes not uncrated. Can't bo screwing about 
Italy or Turkey. Take out if tho issue. K makes speech, pay no attention. 
Berlin—be prepared for. Will bo reprisal. 

Continue to uncrato—Monday, Tuesday, Can wo tell. Move trailers into 
woods. Cun we soe. By Thursday might have in woods. 

Dillon: Inspection? 

R. Do you publidi pictures 

P. Only thing is missiles. Don’t care about planes. 

T. Migs and S/MS. 

A. G. Not overwhelming. 

R. Would recommend you make decision in 2 chapters. Noh effective 
consultation. h 0 opportunity to reconsider. Doesn't foreclose. Grt. 
risKs without compensation. Blockade not without risks. 

Dillon: Reasonable low level surveillance., plus hot pursuit if attacked is 
something different. 

LcC: Warheads probably not there. 

P. What defense against not in July. 

B. Would have been in great trouble. 




















to all countries to all except 

R. Have been thinking. ^’-rva Immediate freozo. Transparent, 
having strategic nuclear missiles. 

P. "withdrawal of all missiles to heme base? 

• x Y-vnt UN force in Cuba. 

r. 2d. Take note of securxty ana put UN 

,. w we have bases, they can't. War fever. 
Stev: Gravest difficulties. ‘ h horo likely OAS upprnmzh approval. 

Lose allies. Advantages i ^ Q ' f oSCa i a tion. Components of offer. 

Object to eliminate ^hout^i , intogrity . withdrawal from Guantanamo, 

Observation teams. Guar Carribbean defense treaty. 

All bases in context G.C.D. uanx 

x- n ard to see where or how. 

If no progress, substantive action. ard 

p can't give up Guantanamo at this point. 

Missiles from foreign soil. 

h'\} m Give to Go many. 


1. Prepare for first missiles 
Evacuation Guantanamo. 

T. Get in position for invasion. Yes. 

Toll Turkey and Italy, not fire if attacked. Dismantle. 

Low level photos. 

I(K?) »o pd. in ta-dins. Give them excuse re Berlin. Probabie wo will 

have to strike later in week. 

1 st just missiles now 

it ti 3 or It days 

, pnT This distinguishes between missile throat 
Missiles, planes, equipment, POL. This disumgu 

and Castro. 

?. 1st day? Technicians, can't do anything about. 

P. Do this week. Quarantine. 

p. Nuclear policy to France.. 

Command ^ost in McC's office. 

Turks and -L talians. agtion against 

Anderson's office command post Chayes-Meeker 

Stee note, Oct 20 : I would follow the clcckade route, accompanying it with an 
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Nitao note, Oct, 20: 

I would follow the blockado route, accompanying it v;ith an offorof a pol¬ 
itical plan in UiN. If, in two or three d;ys, v;o had continuing evidence of 
progress in the construction of the missile bases, I would strike the 
minimum number of targets noccssary to eliminate the main nuclear threat but 
with adequate force against each target. 

I bolieve it highly unlikely that Soviets would strike SAC under conditions 
where SAC is fully alerted. 

If the surviving Cuban missiles are usod against the US I would invade 
Cuba, not use nuclears against Cuba. It might then, however, bo necessary 
to make a purely compensatory attack against the USSR. 

I do not believe affective action against missiles in Cuba complicates 
the Berlin problem. Our plans for Berlin all depend on the credibility of 
US firmness. 

If we permit the Cuban missilo affront to go unanswered in an effective 
way, I see no possibility of negotiationg with Khrushchev except on his 
terms. In other words x believe we have accepted his version of Communist 
coexistence. 


Bundy's Office 
















20 . 


Cct 21, Bundy's Office, 11 AM 

Afternoon meeting. 1) Pres speech. 2) Sorenson will have 3d draft. Solid 
tomorrow. Preliminary statement. 

Speech not sharply different 

Issuesi l) Invitation to Kh 

2) degree of coupling Berlin 

3) how specific on character of offensive threat 

pt. of our lack of "knowledge. full disclosure? 
lx) other people should not be in 

5) no bases in Cuba 

6) quarantine blockade 

7) clarity or ambiguity of OAS, period of grace 
interrelation between dip. and action scenarios. Proclamation, 
don’t use A hour, P in 'all new paper. 

3d item on agenda, mil. scenario; steps taken, steps to be taken. 

how conducted. Non-vital, preferably the rudder. Boarding party. 

Rules of engagement Cuban aircraft; attacking coast, 3 mile lim 
in position attack IB air or ships. SAM attack on surveillance—go after 
SAM. air or ground, fir© on Guantanamo 

Berlin_Should some on© talk about Berlin—'in Press conf or in speech 

2d and 3d moves. Rostow back, Barthoff (Chai*yk) 























22. Oct 22, 11 AH l*itv;a‘s office 


Iao tic of not tensed.^ action of our Hi-, but instead to di=atin a *.t 
v;e are prepared. 

throu part decisions to vind. »' ? uld give improssion of panic. 

Soft HJal, preddlegation, oto for the next feu days. 

/ore there pron-.pt actions ihich cone to Bind which would bolster alliance 
caid or inpress boviots. 

... . v ,,_i tv Some former restraints no longer necessaiy. 

a) Evidences ^‘^a^ement. ((Proa?)) 

iiucicar cooperation wxoh rrenen. r ®t> 


alerts 

Additional deployment of nuclears to Europe. 
Canada deployment of nucs. u erchant. 


Fixed pit weapons. 


H oilfield's concurrence 


Approval on Eercon/ 11 ercon 
Deployment on addit onal divisions. 


Coupled with Allied action. JCS studying. 


Publicly appear as 
5ubdclegate to Germans 

Sdfx'; - — 

fact without an adequate action. 


Horstad keep the wheel. 
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Oct 22, White House, 11:30 Cabinot H.oq 
P ersonal Message to commanders in Italy and Turkey. 


^end documents to Bundy. 


White House, ^ct 22, 3 PM ISC 
!■!acinillan letter" 

Native resolution sicklied oor with palo cast ol thought. 


A. 0. Illegal if wo don't got OAS.. Support of OAS essential. Got lU votes. 
Nations aren't going to turn down lightly. 

Hilsraan: briefing. 2U, 12. UXU in full operational 2XU on B?th and 29th. 
mobile—might suddenly shift. 

12 IRBMs in Doc. 


P. . Feeling to reflect. Sing one song. Support the final action. No 
division. Every courso taken, other would have been better. Eisenhower, 
Truman, Hoover. 

Reasons against air strike: 

1) Couldn't get all 

No knowledge whether any in positions to bo firod. 

2) Knew where 30 of 60 are. 

Pearl Harbor, without consultation. 

Don't know how to get them out. May be we going down course 

Decided to do something because of commitment. Secret way. To do nothing, 
produce chance of Berlin. 

Migat face in Berlin in 3 months. Balance of power had shifted. 

May have to invade. What are we going to do if U2 shot down, if work 
continues. 

1 SAM or all. Meet tomorrow,and decide. 

No one thought nothing should be done. 

Didn't give up on quick strike until Sunday, invasion required. 

Have increased problem by warning. 

Pearl Harbor would have excused very serious retaliation. 

A.G.t 1st quastion. Why action not earlier, fguanlin Quarantine in August, 
Couldn t have gotten lU votes. In Europe viewed Berlin in joopardy because 
of fixation on Cuba. Declarat on of war s isolated position. 

2d: surveillance until Tuesday. August 29—nothing there. Sept, wo got 
suspicion. Cloud cover. 15 refugee reports, no confirmation, ^eating ha3 
basis. r robably didn't have . Sovietologists said no missiles. 
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w *■+ » 

3d # V.hy not hit. R. Obligation to 0A5. 

P. ’/antG everyone to understand. 

It. What is distinction to Jupiters-- , 

’ 57 decision by NATO. In face of statement USER. equipping, demand that 

Europe move. 

Move taken secretly. Departure. No need Tass statement. Offensive in Cuba 
differ nt. 

Provocative chango in delicate balance. Resulted from frustration about Berlin. 
Squirming about his commitment. 


R. ...don't say no considered air attack. No alternative. 

T. How about overt moves. Toll press, obviously taking precautionary, 
moves. *’01 in public interest to ask about. Prepared for any eventuality. 
Not included in Pres policy. Voluntary censorship. Air-POL, matters not 
vriso to comment on. Prepared to quarantine by whatever means if needed. 
Call up? Nat emergency. Keep under review from dyy to day. 


Is this an act of war. Not of itself. Doponds on intentions. Stop all 
ships. 

Air action just Pearl Harbor. Invasion 


no orders. 


















ships turned around, xiifo) 


(Li: iL morning: 


25. Situation Room Oct 2U 3 PM 

Intercept—viax 6th fleet 

a) advantages, 
dead seriousness 
get look at hardware 

you make them lock ridiculous 

b) disadvantages 
British won’t like it 

rubbing it in, narrowing golden bridge of retreat 
strains language 

Rostov:: signal seriousness, test of will and determination. 
Importance to negotiations to have firm blockade. 

fkwuccv 

Oct 25, lunch with McN 

Castro delivered Donovan list. 2 ?% baby food, plasma 3 times annual 
requirement. Deal still considered as on. Great worry in Havana. 

i 3 x 

Oct 26, 3D AM, VJhite House 

Within Cuba, worry of invasion, bombing, or uprising. Sanchez expects 
to sec prisoners. 

A.G. Shouldn't indicate deal 0 ff. Donovan under control. 


Dillon: Let's aee whether we really want to go donwn this track. Might get 
wound up in spreading effects. Put confrontation on basis air action in 
Cuba. Don t confront Sovis at sea. 

Cab measure progress. Announce we continue day and night. 10 right away. 
h at night. 10 flare per target. 

R. On political side. Stevenson made Zorin look ridiculous. 


Two ocher tracks. a) Encourage Brazilians to push hard for atom free L.A. 
Wouldn't ivolve Puerto Rico. Hot transit. Could involve storage Panama. 

If you can get UH support. Give other side occasion for pulling back. 

Taylor: Scepticism of eficctivcncss. Diversion of efforts from immediate. 
Aurica, impact on dc Gaulle. Algeria, not his test sties. Might tell him 
ho could use our test sites. 

Stcv: ...2 week negotiation withdrawal from hemisphere 

Pew guarantee, the integrity of Cuba ' 

Dismantling of Italy and Turkey 
Belonging of Cuba from 

Standstill not positive acts. U3 hours. Inoperable becomes meaningless. 
















26 . 

McCloy: Doesn't agree. Got momentum. Threat must be removed before. 

P. Not 2°3- n d to get out by quarantine. 

Bundy : must defuse. 

H. Negative report every hour. 

McCloy: must have our own inspectors. 

P, V.Yiat Gov's proposal is to negotiate them out. 

?. Insist on defusing, by separation and inspectors. They won't accept. 
Tnen decision on POL or 

P. Do we put out works continuing. Comes out from W.H. 

^o night flight, tonight. 

Ball, take chairmanship. 

Oct 26, Ball's Office (or 2??) 

Ball: Unless we can return to political arrangemont we will all fry. 

Need a bridge back. 

Distinction between bombers and missiles. Important all the way around 
If no IRBMs we would have ridden with it. 

• • 

Thompson: If you leave bombers, K has an out. 

Bundy: Remove just MRBMs. If any serious damage 
CAD over air field 

Military—plan 
2 plans 

10 sorties 
500 sortie 3 

I. missiles alone, with variants 

2. general air strike 

3. blockade. 

Notify Soviets. Must take out. x f attacked by air must take 
1. Avoid, unpredictable, irrational, uncontrollable, response, 
rocon every 2 hours day and night. 

3. do it with forces so limited that we can go back to negotiating table. 


















Dundy: Good political plan 

Assurances to Russians 
Assurances to Castro 
Assurances to Latinos 
Education of NATO 


Grosny 

If you strike you pass her. If not you should search. «ola 
Post-strike problem 

a) Hou we modify and limit Soviet action. Who should have communicated 
to whom. SAM sites must not bo in party. 

b) What preparations for other action. 

military. proceed with negotiations. Posture in UN. They may got out. 

1. Veto in S.C. 

2. Strong interest 

3. Refusal of U Thant track 
U. Work continues 

5. Some notice to USSR? 

6. If any on launcher 

R. Would have to consult some of our allies. 

Progressive blockade. 

Rowcn, Kitchin, Ihompson 
Negotiating track, Henry Owen 


i 




















23. Saturday, Oct 27, 10 AM Unite House ExComm 

KcN Oc,:-~.uiiicuto to U Thant that Grozny. approaching. important 

P. Turkish. Tact is that kc received different 

R. Turkish problem is problem between NATO and Warsaw Pact 

Dillon: May bo preparation for counter-action if wo hit bases in Cuba. 

Don t consider as an alternative. 

R. If we publish this letter. 'Anat else previous letters^ 

Bundy: Knock down publicly. 

Makes private difficult. 

A.G. Offered this deal. Withdraw, if assurances 
always given .. 

Bases in Cuba involve Hemisphere. 

Time running out. 

Excellent you brought up Turkey. Sure ynuxa Turks and you withdraw, 

N: First thing is have 

Work must stop or we will not talk. Peril is he will say will do to 
Turkey. 

R: Turks should say part of of Western alliance and committed to NATO, 
'■‘ithdraw warheads 

Current threat to peace in Cuba. w ot in Turkey. That is what has got 
to stop. 

If we take action makes more difficult movo with world support. 

Dillon: Dangerous sentence, means you consider aggressive. 

Me Stopped and operability dejuzed, 

P. H 0 w about Berlin 

Dillon: affects security of Turkey, NATO and Berlin 

1. Publicly knock down Turkish proposal. 

2. Reinforce blockade. 


Monday, not Tuesday 


no later 29 th, 






















29. 


Turkish one. Choice of bilateral. u r NAiO. 
6 hours, aftereffect. 

HcN: Do simultaneous. Get GAD up to it. 


Explain to them. 


This problem, 


Are v:e going to send surveillance 

a) with cover 

b) without 

Would like to have Turks and NATO agree 


this is the preferred course. 


Have to make 
tie us up. 


cessation of work. Then we can get on. Otheriwse ho can 


Whether they attack or not. 


Two plans: a) 1. Polaris off Turkish shores. 

Turkey^ will^e defended^ conventionali against Russian warship, subs bases, 

NATO designed. But opt.-on for US alone. 

^12 ? 


Oct 23, White House, ID Alt (not 2/?) (27, 10 E'.?) 


T P number of proposals have been made to you. Could you ii^H out ...o^t 
urgently whether SU is prepared to immediately cease work on those bases 
and the missiles made inoperative while various solutions can be 


NAG meeting ought to be called. 

HcN: Today, defusing Italian and Turkish lip Jupiters and replacing with Polans 

Rusk/Foster: Missiles in Turkey and Italy will be turned over to UN for 
destruction. 

Rusk: mobilization measures. 

P. 1st go immediately to Turks 


2d go to general NATO meeting. 

Message to i: may be necessary to fire. Hay involve risk. 
Also taking up in NATO 

and more effective 


Monday morning. 


Keisky, made proposal. 

Fact is, no use, made proposal a year ago. 
proposal. 


Got to convince Turks to make the 
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yj _ State kept. bundy, Tyler, nitze, Oct 28 ((2 (7ij) 3 Fh 

Making impossible poasiblo. 

'.net bear a on problems today. 

Turkish missiles are there, in context. 

Phil Talbott 

Special hazard for Turks. 

I'llli ce car.r.ot be reconstituted in fom we have known it. 

ihit Polrris in East Med. Say to Turks this best^alternative we^can offer 
them. Unit: 


ou announce you are standing down these missiles for a 


temporary period, so as to avoid any misunderstanding. 


tick to your guns 
otand iiovm your missiles 
Plan 'in ; ’ out, substituting 


Polaris 


\Jculd work under time 
How to explain now 

Have sent Folaristo Turkish waters and have stood down. 

















Cct 29, 19o2 Nitso r.oto 3 


Talk to Taylor, so 
converts, can't do 


ho Taylor understands and Chddfs and Strother 
jU3t by instruction * 


make 


...Jupiter 

1st Kny at latest 


Negotiations with USSR 
Get then out bilaterally 
Multilateral Ksd. 


Bilaterally with Italy and Turkey 
Agree to have Setaf 

Agreo to replace Corporals with Sergeants, Pershings 


Pershing3 

Mediterranean mult. 

Polaris deployment 
Commitment to NATO 

not to bo withdrawn except with agreement of NATO 


Thornpuroft—Ormsby-Gore 

Reasonable—no decision 3 or 4 weeks for review. Cancellation on* 
probW tiV Et laical consider Irfcue 

not gort. S’LT 3 '”* t0 £,,0id Sre “ t ° r problen - ^ited, but 

Also said, sent to Chief 2 days, end of 10 days go to Lsndon. If 
recommendation, asks people to work on alternatives. 

1. Hounddog to V Bonbers (Harold Brown). Those which wore to take Skybolts 

2. Other alternatives—Charyk 

LtaS iT^r 3Ub3i<llM - Production cost for snail quantity. 

4. Might Polaris type przhaa program available. Future objectives. 




























-51. 


Vihite houses 10 An 31 Oct 

£olumbian crisis. Minister of Defense. 

Rockefeller critical that v;e didn't detect earlier. 

RcCone critical of intelligence community. 

Are v. r e creating sanctuary for Castro. 

V/e have evidence now that they in may bo violating the agreement and vhat 
are we going to do about it. Vhat have wo got to support the opposite 
conclusion. 

R, Postpone press confierence from Thursday to Friday. 
















Nov 19 W.H. 10AM Nitze notes 

...R: Overflights. Effect on Castro. Kikoyan. No high military 
targets. 

KcN: Primarily a political question. 

KcN: Chiefs recommend 3 ports 2 planes 

P: Political. Waiting till Press Conf. Does it increase possibility of 
deal. 

G: Me Cloy Kus would havo said yos if he had authority. Wouldn't fly low. 
r: Public impact 

B: Public makes little distinction between high and low. 

P: Not today. Contingency plan up to date. Is plane at big disadvantage. 

K-cH: What do we do if shot at, not shot down. 

B. Quarantine as an alternative. 

Ball. Effect on Castro. Establish intention by picking least dangerous 
place or places. Castro talked about low level. Cubans don't see high. 

Th: Possible SAMS will bo activated if we shoot. Might add to break if 
fire on nek ack. Would prefer attack on Cuba to quarantine. 

P; They may respond. 

P: India-Chincse question. 

Th: Should keep road to coexistenco open. Not publicize aid to India. 

Signs near open break. 

P: How can Castro change order. By Thursday. We will down one of 2 roads. 
Will have to explain why. Another OAWS meeting. 

B: Set tomorrow as the end of negotiation track. Renew resolution. 

P: How about blockado. 

B: Don't deciao tomorrow. 

Ball: Don't lot Soviets too easily (NATO). No advorso reactionto POL. 
Democracies willing to think other fellow not so bad. 

P: How can Khruschov submit 2d time. 

N. Lack 6f comparability to Western reaction. (Ball Paper). 

R: Don't call OAS -until press conference. 

B. Value of consultation we did do. 

P. Don't put up things you won't got. Feel out the L.A.'s on OAS resolution 
P. Do we put main emphasis on 28's or surveillance. 
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TiiC tnrucit to US security mice 
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(ov* 


L 1 iiu; X l l V» U UU UlU l o ] • 


(Juue lieu o li^ci GUI lUL/Cciii otv^tu 

coulu. io UoCU oy tuc lituh tie iiTLiib 
suuiuuriiiC, ur uu oases, ciesi^ncu 


u iiicU lull uiiCierCOuiinaaiL t control 
in w.iicfl tu es talii^n »iii^^iXo , 
io brin^ worth 


America unaur attach 

Oi tc auu tu tile cic cei’roil to tu any conceivable Ub it^litc-ny a.ctiun in 
tne uirioucnii or cisewnere. On tne v/noie, vve believe tne establishment, 
oi oUcii juvic i oases is ui.imeiy lur soine tiiiie to coine* iheir 
military and psychological value, in Sovie t eyes, would proo&oly not 
oe b ivui, e..ou, n to override tne nax;; involved. 

i'nc soviet leauexs v.'ould ue concerned lest smes toward tne 
estaoxisnmex.t oi Guen bases vouiu provoke tne US to overthrow tne 
Castro utiure oases euuiu oecome opoi'atioxinl axiu wuulu 

tliu ally^iieioiiten tne risk of war. Moreover, Soviet bases inCuoa 
c UuiU involve tne USSR in aiilicult political anu con rol problems 
v.-Ui tne Cuoan O overnuien t; tne Soviets nave beoxi vex :j caxelul to retain 
co..tx'oi over situations wnieh involve tnem ixx any serious decree oi 
tuey w uuid be annul ui oi tne uaxx^er txiat ouoaix liii Limtiveo 
cumu caoosc tne ussH to sox i.ou.s risns oi ^eneicti ^tr• 

Uldtc u-2 snoutdOWii of 27 Oct!)) Pixially, tne Soviet leaders,lor 
tne present at least, appear to preier not to mane their presence too 
ouvxoug or apjjai eii t, lesttney discourage ratiier tnan exxcoura^e the 
sox eau ox ooi^suiiisai to otxxer i>atih nmei’icsxi couxitiies. Sixxce tneir 
esse-i.ixal Uu mLatixx America is not military conquest but oOmwUiiist 
rtivoiunva, we ueiieve tney will preier to use Cuoa as a symool oi 
SyuaUatvas x'evexutioxi axiu as a case oor suoversive operations. 

—unt-oxxo! ^oais iii Europe that mi^nt seem urgent, —i^nt ue 
ttivtu oy -itoiies—not yust case—iii Cuba. ) j 
Jt cVui tiieiesc, tne JSU\ can and prooauly wiilau^ment its xicival, air 
anu co—municatiu-is capaoiiities in tne area eyetne development oi 
arra.i 0 ements or laciiities uOt openly iueixtiiiaule as Soviet 
mull tar j oases. ((Fisaing port!)) lor example, tne improvement 
oi ouoa.x x.av ax axxu air lxis caiiatioxxs wouid proviuc iacixx ties 
suitaoio i or Soviet use, anu special installations aim arrangements 
couiu oe set up lor mteiii 0 enoe colieetioxi or subversive purposes. 

lins reiucta-.ee tu establish military bases mi^nt xiot extend over tne 
entire period under review. ((two decades)) It communism spread to 
otiier coUx. tries m tne axea, aim it tne US appeareu to be weakening 
in wux'xu power aim national will, tne Soviet leaders mi^nt be 
eiiiooxue-neu to outtiess tneir gains by opeixly estaoii3nin 0 soviet 
mixitaxy. oases in tne axea, with tne ooject oi iurtner weakening 
US preuti^e anu iurtner stren^thex»in s - aim protectixx tneir local 
oci t x c —^cj . 11 c uoix oc.c t o w ei e e o o a ox x aneu, txxe i i^ u t s cep ixilyyx t oe 

txie esoauiisnment oi joixitiy-operated suomarine or air oases, -ontne 
txxeory txiat tne es taoiisnment oi s ucn bases would ue less likely to 
ix-cui' risk oi a US reaction tnan would tne estauxisnuxeiit oi missile 
oUoue, v.x.iie at tne sa—e time cons ti tutixi^ a uemOxxstratioxx oi Soviet 
presexiCe a.m protectiOxi. 
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l anci rroopcctcia 


Cuba Gj-uZ 21 riarch l L jb2 


livj UiU 


ie that bloc mij.it;.:: 


deliveries to Cuba tu date nave 


it io 

oc;.u suen at to u;naaco Cuba' suae;.bix ities lor de-fox.se against 
cxoui’jici attach auu lor tne maixn,e-xianco of internal ooounty rataer 
tx.anto cun irxault to the devclopuexxt ol an iixdepexjoent oiiexisrvt- 
military capaumty. Txxe jjloc xius proviuoa no strategic weapon systems. 
A± thou b n tne Cuuan army has boon made formidable bj Cario. staxiaarus, 
Cuba iacKj tne air ax.e naval capabilities required lor major overseas 
mixi Lary operatioxis, oven atCario. distancoa. Tno bomber lorce 
xo still limilcu to a idvi iiin.oi'iLou jj—2G*s. 

inbx .0 aloe military deliveries nave ueexx retpu: tiuo to the 
i^ost ur^csiit requirements ol' uxe Castro regime, out tney probably 
axto reflect a aexiuerute iiioc policy. In keeping vita it.t demon- 
a txa«eu concern to avoiu any commitment to come to the defence ol 
Cu.a witu its own forces, the USSH presumably aesires to avoid tne 
possibre bov involvement inherent in proviuia^ Cuba v;itn independent 
means ior taanij major military &ctiona 0 ainst its neighbors. 

Cxi these 6 rounut, we believe it uxxxikeiy that the bloc will 
pioviue Cuba with air, missile, or xxaval capabilities s^ita^ie for 
major independent military operations overseas, or that it will 
stetson in Cuua aloe comoat units of any description, a«, least for 
one period oi this estimate. Tins attitude wula not precluue tne 
ii be rax provision oi iiioc aevisers, instructors, and service per- 
nOnxiel, the provision oi snen deiexiSive weapons ana equipment as 
surjace-to-air missiles axxa rauars, ana such improvement of Cuban 
rmval aiiu ail' facilities as would exiacle them to service Soviet 
units.^ it wuuia also not preclude the provision of a token number 
ol n-2o jet riant bombers. Special Sov comm axid in tell, facilities 
Wxii prouauly oe estaclisnea in Cuoa. ! 

lAOui ib.c 0 benavior, Sov intentions and motives are deduced 
ana irom tnese, future Denavior predicted; tne bet is against 
cnan b e in benavior. (put wnat precludes cnau^e in motives, b oal?) 

note early origin of offensive-defensive distinction, precise 
lines drawn in Sept lb statement (except for Il-2os); prediction 
oi eveiy Wiii 0 except: a) SU combat units, lar b e personnel base; 


o) 


xar^enuiaoer oi 


Il-2os; c) mHBm-IHbiis. 


^(hau estimate cna.^fed at all as of 1 Au b ? ly 
"surprises" xioteu at ail by tnen?) 


Sep t? 


Vie re any 


t,- X 1 Uir ° W 01 • the re - liue cnouia oe seriously threatened by 

■■ot ixiterv^ r t ,° r ^ lben + t i lorcfc£ » the U -dSit would almost certaixxiy 
‘Jve ! v directly with its own forces. However, interpreting 

de + “ ' * u?. 11 *, tuifcat a3 US intervention, tne USSx< would seen to 

rc^*!P X ° 0XuaS ^ oiltlcal action, inciucline threats of 

r “, Ul \ Ule Periphery of tne Hoc as well as ambi uous 

el o rt .hr ^clear power, nevertheless, tne USSn would 

s" e~ci u y lnCeUa l ° naZarU its safety lor U:e 

Cl CUOC.. 


Lu 


((Is tnere a hint of loilowin^ 

f oais p L^ cS^i^aAtfj) aXtrapolaLfe iuture actl 


etxiodoio^y: 1 ) deduce pact So c oals 

QiiC Oil ucca.nDLioa Inat 















ior U'lC, j> oi,pl Ut 

0“ tne oasis oi UAiijii:^ inteliigcnce tne Sov military deliveries 
to Cuou uu i.u i/ constitute a suestau tiai txix'oat to Ub security. x 
ao c.o.iati tutc a uc'oox x oiit to cor lamtypes ol surveillance.. .Xney 
sxso coaotiouto tVKiu.ct taat moscow, having boon fi'ustrutea in 
certain turtcuuas, it in a moou to douole its bot ratncr tnan 
e u o i itij 1 o t u t j cl t I e cl at on a selective oasis. In t x x i s c a - ' c ■ / 
noscow naa -ovuu strux.gly out defensively to moot Castro's 
anxieties auout overflights and. ooher intrusions, and to snore up 
ms flagrantly. wean economy. 

These donVo lies constitute, further: 

1. A paycnolo G ical move of some power in the Canboeaxx ana in 
the rest of Latin America... 


2. A psychological move iixelyto heignten US domestic anxiety 
v.'i tn respect to cuoa. 

f. A testing tnrust Dy Moscow, wnich, at coxs ideraole fixiaxxcial 
cost ai.u lui'tner commitment of prestige, places oeiore us the 
o uts tioil ol wnere ana now we snoula araw the line witn respect to 
u-.aooe^ oauie actioii and bexiavior oy the Communists in Cuba ana 
11 CJ li 0 xl» .l 3 p ri u m 0 • 


to laco, tneroiore, a prooiem of both formulating a reaction ana 
articulating it in ways designed to; diminisn tnepoiitical costs 
unuer 1 ana 2, aoove; minimize tne iixelhood of any further exten- 
-ion ox cuuan Cupaoixities or Soviet capaoillties oi' Soviet cap - 
aonit^os in Cuoa; and proviue tne legal anapolicy basis, under 
Certain contingent circumstances, for tne liquidation of commun¬ 
ism in (juta by force. 


A- Drawing one line. The amoiguities in tnepuolic mina, here an., 
aoroaa, auout tne military meaning of tne Soviet aeliveries require 

not moxeij txiat we explain wnat they are and wn.y — up to a point_ 

we are prepared to regard tnem as acceptaole, but tnat we also 
clarny tne minus oi installations anu capaoilities emplaced 
lu Cuoa wnich we wouiu regard as unacceptable. The ^resident must 
consider beyond nis statement of April 20, lybl: "I want ±a 

it clearly unuerstoca tnat tnis Government will not hesitate in 
meeting its primary obligations wnich are to the security of our 
nuoxonl" Taeae aeliveries, rightly or wrongly, raise the question 
in tne puolic mxna oi the security of tne nation; anu it may, 


iOl'cIUI'u 


oe 


ap.,ropnate to liiuiccito v/nriu v/6 wouIq iiot/ uo p r g p 8. r 0 g 


to accept witxxout uirect military riposte . In general, tnat line 
snouiu ee drawn at tne installation in Cuba or in Cuban waters 
Ox nuclear weapons or delivery vehicles, sea or land basou. There 


nay oe otnei types oi aggressive instruments tnat we would wisn 


to 


include intnis definition. In audition, bnis may oe an appropriate 
occasion to Underline our willingness to act witn ot..ers in tne 


hemisphere a 0 aiiist Cuoa shoaia Castro under tax e uirect or 


^-aiS^fe^wioxi against otner Latiii Americaxi natioxjs. 


inuirect 


I 
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Vilv GOuk;* , 

o,. tiiO hUl-UolUii lunn “ ,ub 


i • lu L n; - b we nave ostuuiisned 

“fffffhfaiiuUons Pro.,,,- w 


bii^ 11 ' 1 UC i *■ 


x Lc^*. X- 


liUCi- u 


UtilVL'i'j capabilities. 


Qur 


I'O wl J ic» cl 


> l, Lt Ui.u C- 


Uv 


Gnartur°oi re tnt'°U^ tnis'heLispnere operates 

uroviucu lur ui.utr ^cc ruantne Eurasian land lw 

unucr a uii i ei'ou t so to i x ^ eu tnat V ;e would be piayinfe directly 

tms context, io bnouiu u occasion of pressure on us in 

i-iLu i-iO^cov/’b na-itu^ to use ^ f ( Vino brou^nt o i* a P • )) 

CUDS w.kiwn* *»UnS ‘f 0 ** (or CM-unist activities based 
,ncn IS uo cu.,r fsp-ial in rfu^ric 

afloat of "cxtra-concineutai" iniervemiou. 

our SAW eU.it>* “ ust COl ‘ ie 10 tuf Uiiefposi lion ou the 
prfarea to accept ef^uisHrftnce L *•» Healspbere; 

ourasial. iauu s ueueretaeuil* *»» VasnxiKiiou 1- 

fflfhLff-se^ness ox tnis .alter to us. 

ruba over the veexena, alter ndviri 0 
freffad; uo feedback, however. Basis tor 

fffrlaafpotfSilttJ or cofanao raiu to destroy installations. 

aiscusses covert actions. ^ t0 say -amelnxn^noiii why we 

V.'as couuitineat uiaiiiiy o- “ , ne context of saying, sometninfe 

vore accepting what was^tne > circumstances), tnus aliaymfe 

told Cauout wnat we wouici- a° A \ 0 veaxness; (note parallel to 
criticism of our acceptance a ^ current opposing actions), 

planning souietnin^ do > w&j . ? j s this tne way, m xact, 

aid Moscow niueipret -ritish cojiuituieuL to iola.na)^ 

coaiiuitmeuts fe et naae? ( e *6-» -f Qiapil; we will act very oraveiy 
similar to acceptance^ox cold, despite current enaction: 

auc swiftly, next tame ( \ — ti anQ planning for action. ) 

witness our ooia y , , it ,, bbt s 

(it's interpretation of Moscow's reauineso. ^° iaC entivec to 6 amble. 

reflects iis paper of a ween eailiei h failure waS a motive to 
his view was that a sense ^ isk ^ tninns K tno^nt onus were 
K to tane a D amole witi _ ,.| ct much better) of consiaeraule 

no setter tnan pO-pO; I ^ » military loss, sire e ne would 

presiifeO failure tnou a n not oi t olla s appeared; and h’S 

witnaraw. hence, K not ^ if confronted with a 

fiSuinecd lor a., concessions o y 


X otcuri aciioii, 


L x_ • 


H fou to nt stronfely 


against deal, on Wednesday—Saturday: 


5 O \oA n—-x. j ~ — *• -r 

■eorescniine. J, lyier, Oven, along, witn .uti« 


‘Si SIT- K Vit 6 dr*w cn Sunday; 

^ . L _ -U - 4* i-> f H vno.niil. 


.cG, (Eall.O* ( JlA :) * . mc . t prior to tnat of ExCo.nu. 
iOc.su* t Know expectext-ons j - ^ Friday ni a nt (con iuer 

n did hnow of Friday m a nt letter iridc.y ^ ^ ^ 






























GVi 13 rua u.n bi-'ja bo raj 


1 i-.ia pcrsuauou o;;a(- tile uisadvanuu 
lor us oo underline it. i n; ve, uu.relort, 
plan—wane oy no ttaat wnoliy aubi«factory 


ci ir a t r i a e arc 

CU!;Ci uUOu b liil L- 
-iu Ult COUl'oC 


Luo ^roat 
Uiu ulockade 
V/C Ui uulu 


loliov;. ; 

, . , ot b un viva annual; non that the aQv nuc 
not aau appreciably to tut- oov abiixtj to lapo 


ouiiu-u^ -u Cuua aoos 
c aebtrueL-on oa bhe 


U S • • • 


Ii tms assumption be valid—and 1 nave ntaru no co.upeiiin 0 

1 iiC b 1 iy iiO b bn e ciaai.bi.Oii OX 


cil’ j^UuiU a a b ii cl^aiaol 


il —unui baa menace v»o 


new sov military capaoii-ties so muen as tneir morai anu pro x ,a cuma 
auvanta, e. As 1 unuerstana it, tut proponents oi one stiiKe plan 
insist tnat wnat we are lacing is a test oi will tuat will ue 
wituesseu uy ail tne worm. Unless tne US is prepareu to use 
decisive unitary power, tne world will lose coniiQfcnce m our 
strei.atn anu determination. 

nut 1 thins tnat—lar from establishing our moral stren^tn—we 
uouxd, lni'act, alienate a 0 reat part oi' tne civilised world oy oenavin^ 
in a manner wnoliy contrary to our traditions 






















Ucl 


urui 




i irst 


1 ii, Groi-.jrco 
tolcl’LU' oci 1' — c - 

>) ^.i i 0 i cil^j 


jua.Uc-.-cntsj. Tne USA need not and cannot 
,,. ,-p-n. i on ana offensive threats on the 


L* X JL U i i > 


xur - e or small. 


(final; i.eiun-r tne US nor the world ooiiimunity of nations 
can tuxorate ataiuurate deception anuoiiensive tnroats on hit 
part ox any nation, large .or small. ) (Suez.*'; 

;,e no Ion or live in a world wnere only an actual "armed attack" 
as Article px 01 tne UrJ Charter originally intended rhe phrase, 
repiesunts a cnuilunge to a nation's security. 


(V, e no io:. 0 er... wnere only the actual firing oi weapons ropie 
con us a suiixcrenu Challenge to a nation's security to 
cut tl uute nximum peril. ) 

..uclear weapons are so destructive, anu oalxistic miwsxi.es are 
so i;wsit, tna t any suds uantial increased possioiiity oi oneir 
use or cxiij suuuen cnan^e in the nature of tneir threat, may 
well requi. e an act oi sell— dele use. 

(...or any suuuen change intneir deployment may well be 
regarueu as a definite tnreat to peace.) 


nevertheless American citizens have become adjusted to. living 
daily on tne rail's eye of Soviet missiles located insiue tne 
USSh or m cuomarines. In tnat sense, our danger has not been 
,.reatly increased. ((in pencil: nn not been altered in kind 
out lias seen suss tantially xncreased.)) 

(final; In tnat sense, missiles inCuba add to an already 
clear a..u present uan 0 er ((third draft, 21 Oct: simply and)) 

—although it snoulu be noted that tne nations ofLatin America 
nave never previously been suojectea to a potential nuclear 
tnreat .) 

^xoc.vade: Anu lot me make it clear that it will not only 
prevent co.mpletion of tne current offensive build-up. It 
wiil also require tne Soviet Union to cnoose between!i^hting 
tne Aneuican i.avy xn Amtiicaa waters, or auanaonin^ its 
obxi 0 alions to r.r. Castroi. It will also have, ina comparatively 
snort mi.e, a proiound effect on the military, economic and 
political underpinnings oi tne Castroi regime; anu it will 
oe continueu until alimissiles and offensive bases are gone 
i rom tnat islai.u. 

(final: deieteu. ) 





















urst arai L: 2 

1 nave directeuour military lurctj... 

Cuconaiy , (clone surveillance); ; to 

further military action il mat ouilu-up continues, tnrenie... 
ana co requires; 

(\1inal: snould tncse offensive military pieparutiwhy 
continue, tnus increasing oils tnreat to tne hemisphere, 
lurtner action will oe justified.. i have uirecteu. tin. 

Armed forces to prepare for any eventualities; ana I trust 
tnat in the interests of botn tne Cuban people aau tne 
eO V let tCClmioiallG felt tilt hi tub, til U llctBdl Cib tu nil QOhte i'.n 
of cou,muin 0 tnis tnreat will oe recognized.)) 

...to include these air and. missile bases on the tar 0 etin 0 system 
of our straoe^ic ana retaliatory forces; and finally, to 
regard any missile launched from Cuoa as an attack by the SU 
requiring a massive retaliatory response upon the SU. 

((final: It snail be the policy of tnis namon to regard 

any nuclear missiie launched from Cuba against any nation 
in tne Western hemisphere as an attack by tne SU upon 
tne US, requiring a full retaliatory response upon tne SU.)) 

(contrast Mch bacKgrounder, Oct 22. Controversy, reasons, 
on tiiis voiding?) 

• • • 

1 am asnin^ Soviet Chairman Knrushcnev, who will shortly be 
coming to tne Un meeting in'hew fork, to meet with me at tne 
earliest opportunity with respect to tnis provocative threat to 
world pec-ce an^ tne .relations between our two countries. 

((I call upon Cnairman K to halt and eliminate this clan¬ 
destine, reckless and provocative tnreat to world peaces 
and to staule relations be ween our two nations.)) 

...but we will not negotiate with a gun at our heads—a ^un 
thot imperils innocent Cuoans as well as Americans. Our uyword 
is: "negotiation yes, intimidation noi 1 Tnat is why this tnreat— 
or any other tnreat wnicn is made independently or in respone 
to our UlocKade —must and will bemet with determination; and 
therefore, while any talks c o on, our forces all aver tne world 
will ue alert—and the blockade will remain. 

(: But it is difficult to settle or even discuss these 
prouiems in an atmosphere of intimidation. Tnat is wn-y... 
me.ae independently or in response to our actions tnis weKk — 

(lust part deleted).)) 

One path we snail never cnoose—tne path of sanmismiax surrender 
or submission. I tell you, therefore, tnat these missiles now 
in Cuoa wiix someuay -,.,o —and no others will tame their place. 

((last sentence deleted)) 
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